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G·LOSS..lW.Y of the more common and importa.mt 1 68 
terme. used by Dyscolus 
·. 1. 
This aeries of studies in the grammatical theory of Apollonius 
D.1scolua has, as its basis, first the desire to examine in some detail 
... 
the contribution which that author makes tonards the history of 
grammatical analysis in Ancient Greek thought, and thereby to the 
more general development of linguistic science as a nholo, and 
secondly, the belief that some re-assessment m~ ~all be called 
for in much of the present-day attitude towards the criteria to be 
employed in the categorisation of the phenomena of languaac. 
To this end,thc studies have been divided into four main 
chapters. In the first'· it is intended to analyse the various 
criteria employed by Apollonius in classifying forma. The second 
chapter is designed at enumerating the distinct cateeo~les that tho 
~itor sots up on tho basio of the criteria outlined in chapter 
one. This uill bo follo~ed by a brief discussion in chapter th~ee 
of certain fallacies and ueaknesses that are encountered in his 
lines of ergutnent, '>lhile the final chapter endeavours to treoe the 
rolevanco of soGe ccpe?ts of Dyacolus' theorisation to related 
trends in modern grammatical analysis. Since this is essentially 
a ~Tammatical study, phonological arguments (except where strongly 
relevant) are not tru~en into consideration. However, it is to 
be admitted that the use of phonoloBical criteria is ~e quite 
adroitly on occasions, and TIO find the use of one level of analysis 
2 
~ithin the description of the other, which interchange is perfectly 
valid. (See below chap. 1, fn. 1.) 
Reference numbers throughout refer to the notes which are 
placed at the end of the respective chapters, and at the conclusion 
of the final chapter will be found tr1o bibliographies, the first 
listing works specifically con~erned with the writings of Apollonius 
Dyscolus, while the second lists the main works referred to in the 
course of this study. Finally, there is appended a glossary of the 
more important and common terms employed by the writer in his treatise. 
3 
GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
2 
"The real gap in Dionysius' work was to some extent filled by 
Apollonius Dysoolus", writes Robins, 3 yet he is only prepared to 
accord to Dyscolus one side of ·comment in his volume, while Thrax 
receives some four sides of detailed attention. The almost entire 
absence of Dyscolus' name4 in the files of twentieth century linguistic 
publications is evidence also of scant knowledge of his works, despite 
the lavish praise bestowed upon him in classical days by Priscian~5 
Not only is his work to be valued in its own right, but it is mainly 
upon Apollonius that we are dependent for our all too meagre knowledge 
of the writings of earlier 'grammarians' such as 'frypho, Habro, 
Zenodotus and Aristarchus. 6 As regards his aim in writing, it is 
difficult to accept this solely as the correction of Homeric texts7, 
especially since he avowedly prefers examples drawn from prose 
writers8 , and although Egger 9 is surprised that Apollonius did not 
give his principles of analysis of Greek wider application to 
10 language as a whole, Robins accurately points out that in antiquity 
the question of ~ universality of grammatical structure was scarce~ 
raised. Living at Alexandria in the second century A.D., Apollortius 
could hardly have failed to be conversant with Latin forms and yet 
he states (Syntax 111, 59) that infinitives are incapable of denoting 
number, 11 and hence one may conclude that he felt that his theories 
applied to the particular language being analysed. A1 though 
12 influenced to a certain extent by the analogist viewpoint in the 
c'. 13 
anomalist/analogist ~ontroversy , Dysoolus does, on the whole, . 
l:-
pursue an original idea based upon the establishment of theories 
derived from a close examination.of his material. Unlike Dionysius, 
however, Apollonius does not state precisely what forms the substance 
of his material, but it is significant that he shoPs no preference 
for Attic forms, despite the fact that the age of Hadrian and 
Antoninus was so famous for the revival of Atticism. Ue find equal 
respect being accorded to the various dialects of the Aegean islands 
and mainland14; indeed, his work forms a contribution to the field 
of descriptive linguistics and little concern is shown far a 
historical survey, with the exception of an occasional essay into 
the field of etymology. 
Of the numerous works15 reputed to have been written by Dyscolus, 
there are extant only the four books of the Syntax and the three 
individual volumes on the Adverb, the Pronoun and the Conjunction. 
Book 1 of the Syntax deals mainly with the Article, Book 2 with the 
Pronoun, Book 3 opens with a discussion of the causes of solecisms, 
before proceeding to deal at greater length with the Verb, while 
Book 4 (which is fragmentary towards the end) deals with the Preposition 
and the Adverb (a final section on the Conjunction having been lost). 
It is certainly unfortunate, although perhaps inevitable, that part 
of what is said in the three individual volumes is re-iterated in 
the course of the Syntax (this does lead to some contradiXions in 
argument as will be shown below in chapter 3). The above outline, 
however, presents an unjustly rosy picture of the substance of his 
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material and the style of his discussion. His style is indeed made 
~ucxoAoc by the introduction of extreme technical jargon16, of new 
terminology, of frequent anaooloutha in lengthy sentences, together 
with all too frequent digressions concerning abnormal poetical for~ 
which are in mark~d contra:st with his more usual objective of arguing 
away the apparent exception. 
The text which has been used here is that which constitutes 
Parts 1, 2, and 3 of Grammatici Graeci, published in Leipzig in 1878 
and 1910, both volumes consisting of plain text, critical apparatus, 
commentary and indices. Part 1, which constitutes the whole of 
Volune 1, is the work of Richard Schneider ( 1878) and contains the 
three individual volumes mentioned above. Volume 2 contains two 
sections; Part 2, containing the text, critical apparatus and 
commentary for the four books of the Syntax, was prepared in 1910 
by Gustavus Uhlig, and in the same year, Schneider added the extant 
fragments of others of D,yscolus' works, to comprise Part 3. Both 
volumes are based for textual purposes upon the earlier editions of 
Immanuel Bekker, who between 1813 and 1821 published all the extant 
works of Apolloniua. Where references are made to the original text 
in the main typescript and in footnotes, the numbers refer to Uhlig's 
paragraph_numbers i~ the four books on the Syntax, while the numbers; 
in matters connected with the three individual volumes refer to the 
12age and section of Bekker t s edition, sinoe Schneider himself has 
chosen to retain this numermtion system. 
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I.O. A DISCUSSION OF THE CRITERIA Er.PLOYED BY DYSCOLUS IN 
CLASSIFYING FORMS 
In his genral ~lassification of words, the criteria employed 
may be suitably allocated to two main headings, namely, to use the 
terminology of M. A. K. Hallidey, 17 "formal" and "contextual". 
The former group consista of the traditional grammatical criteria 
as favoured by Robins18 and Baze1119, this group being subdivided 
into what Bloomf'ield20 describes as "the two traditional heads for 
most gramna tical discussion, syntactical and morphological". These 
are here to be understood in the generally accepted manner, namely, 
on the one hand, the co-occurrence of words an~or parts af words 
(morphemes) in meaningful sentences, as opposed, on the other hand1 
to likeness or unlikeness, as between words, of the paradigm of 
different forms which they may have within total distribution within 
language. 
In addition to these formal ori teria1 where the appeal is made 
c to the observed forms, syntactical funtions and the interrelations of 
" 
the forms Vlithin utterances, there is also to be CD nsidered the appeal 
to criteria which may broadly be termed 'situational' elements, 
i.e. they are contextual, although this term is not to be confused 
with the ·situation concept of behaviour psychologists. This usage 
here of situational criteria attempts nothing more than categorisation, 
whereas other writers such as ~linowski and Firth21 have developed a 
7 
concept, termed 'context of situation', in ~ich, by relating the 
utt~r~cesto the situations in Which they were or could have been 
said (actual as contrasted with potential), they hope to show the 
manner in wPfoh language functions in humanity. The most thorough 
recent treatment of the role af context in language was provided 
in 1961 by Tatjana Slama-Cazacu who m~es a fine but nevertheless 
valid distinction between the explicit and implicit context, the 
latter being termed tthe greatest of all aspects af con~ext, in that 
it contains all that the hearer knows of the speaker and all that 
is contained in a certain situation at a •22 given moment. It is 
important here, however, to bear in ~d that we are concerned in 
this study with the use of contextual criteria with a view to word 
classification and not, ostensibly at least, with their use towards 
. the clarificati~n of' meaning. a3 
The appeal to contextual criteria is by no means a new feature 
of linguistics although it is still viewed with disfavour by writers 
such as Robins.~ K. J. Dover~ established, within the scope of 
his own particular sphere of interest at the tim~, the desirabilit,y 
of going outside the word itself to an examination of its relation 
to its context. U. s. Allen in his inaugural ~ddress at Cambridge 
in 1957 (On the Linguistic Study of Languages) suggests that 
linguistics is peculiar amongst the sciences in standing astride 
two streams of phenomena - on the one side, the phonic material 
which constitutes speech, and on the other, the practical situation 
8 
in which speech operates. These situations, he feels, may be 
considered as functions of the phonic material which operates within 
them, i.e. a meaning of the material. It is only when we analyse 
phonic material by reference to its contextual function that tho·~ 
peculiarly systematic statements become possible which are character-
istic of linguistics. 
DIAGRAI.TI~ TIC REPRESENTATION OF RELATIONSHIP OF CRITERIA 
FORMAL 
I 
MORPHOLOGICAL 
CRITERIA 
SYNTACTICAL 
LOGICAL 
CONTEXTUAL 
I 
CONCEPTUAL 
t 
SITUATIONAL . 
I 
OUTER Il1Jl':E.R 
(non-mental) (psycho-
logical) 
As is represented in the above figure, contextual criteria may 
be conveniently divided into· tm pairs of sub-groups. On the one 
side we find logical as opposed to conceptual criteria. The term 
logical is here used in the sense of the logical relationship of 
forms within the groups, as for example "given/new", 11more/less 
important"•, "item/converse", "inclusion/non-inclusion"~ and "cause/ 
consequence", whereas the conceptual group are concerned with abstract 
but not mental qualities, suoh as aspect in the verb, definite/indefinite 
9 
connotations in the pronoun. This particular term, 'conceptual' 
has recently undergone some misinterpreation, notably at the hands 
of Professor 'Ihomson, in the opening of his book on the Greek 
Language (Cambridge, 1960). Here the author, to quote D. M. Jones' 
review26 , offers 'some old-fashioned and loosely drawn defi~ions 
of grammatical categories in conceptual rather than in formal terms', 
as when he defines an adjective as 'the name of a quality appertaining 
to a substantive'. 
The second sub-group consists of the pair termed 'situational', 
respectively outer or non-mental, and inner or mental. Situational 
criteria thus include cases in ~hich reference is made to objective 
elements in the outer situation, and those in which the reference 
is to elements in the mind of 27 the speaker, as e.g. will, wish. 
On the one hand, we may instance the balance of present/absent ideas 
in the pronoun, and on the other hand, the belief in the interjection 
denoting a particular 'state of mind' in the speaker. 28 
1.1.1. The bulk of Apollonius' work that is extant deals mainly 
with Syntax, the interrelationship of formal fea~ures of the parts. 
of speoch combined together to produce sentence structure (which 
Robins 29 affirms has nothing to do ~i th dlhe 'meanings' - in the usual 
sense of the term - of the component words. Apolloniust conception 
of syntactical relationship derives from a parallel that he draws 
betueen syllables, ~ords and sentences (Syntax 1.2). He postulates 
that there must be a correct order c~o beov) for the positioning 
10 
of syllables so that the~rd may be properly formed (~ AE~Lc). 
Feeling that tm individual words are put together syntactically 
t ( t s • ' • ) o form part of the complete sense o au~o~eA~c Aoyoc ,he requires 
that there must also be ~o o€ov in the arrangement of the sentence 
in order to produce ~o xa~~AA~Aov, the ultimate perfect harmony 
requirea. 30 [t is on the basis of syntactical criteria that 
Dyscolus develops his theor.y of the cause of soleCisms, i.e. the 
breaking of this proper relationship between forms. He feels that 
the greatest cause of disharmony amongst forms lies in the varying 
inflections that are to be found in individual words (e.g. cases, 
numbers:, persona, tenses, etc.) as compared with the indeclinable 
group (~a ~~~~a), such as prepositions, conjunctions and most 
adverbs, although he is at the same time fully auare that lack of 
external agreement is no necessary implication of incongruity. He 
believes that there is a due order and harmony for all forms,and it 
is the breaking of this that leads to error. Ih order ~o clarify 
·_ l1 
his position, he sub~ts at Syntax 111,10 (although unacceptably 
to us) that even if o~~oc is used with regard to a female subject 
"' " or a plurality of subjects, one must not regard ou~oc ~€ e~wev as 
a aolecdsm, since no grammatical law of agreement af' forms is here 
broken. Such an argument wil~ undoubtedly find favour with those 
who oppose the intrusion of semantic considerations 'into the field 
of formal grammatical categorisation. 31 Just as the word is formed 
from syllables, so both kinds of sentence, i.e. relevant and possible, 
11 
depend upon the suitable arrangement of uords within the sentence. 
Again, as with the word itself, we may instance both subdivision 
into syllables and also the joining together of elements ( c.,;oLxe:'La.) 
i - - ' • -as n ~e:'Ae:a. ~e:'A11, of. a.xp01to'ALc, ·XO.AALXOpoc, so also we find a 
similar proces~ in sentences where e.g. conjunctions may join two 
sentences into one, whereas the omission of the conjunction will 
cause a break up of the sense, and he cites,as an example of this 
(Syntax 1.10),the omission of xa.t in 0~. 10, 251/2. Similar 
parallels are drawn between vowels/consonants and the part& of speech. 
For in the same way that no consonant can stand without a vowel; so 
certain parts of speech (i.e. prepositions, articles, conjunctions) 
make no sense without the provision of a suitable environment. 
According to Appllonius (Syntrux 111, 51),there are certain 
limitations imposed upon parts of speech when used in colligation 
with other forms. Since verbs do not distinguish gender (he 
excludes the participle from this group, see below 3.4.3.) no 
limit~tion is imposed upon them in this respect when oolligated with 
no~s, but on the other hand, since they do distinguish number, the 
phenomenon of a neuter plural subject followed by a singular verb 
would suggest an obvious incongruity.. Dyscolus suggests that the 
reason f•r the acceptance of this syntax lies in the morphological 
'coincidentia' of the nominative and accusative neuter plural forms. 
He implies that yp~e:L .,;a na.LoCa. is tolerated i~ the very same 
manner that one would accept yp~e:L .,;ouc na.'Loa.c, whereas the masculine 
12 
plural in the nominative oould immediately sound incongrous with 
th . ul b 32 e sJ.ng ar ver • 
The awareness of a proper~ reasoned and in no w~ fortuitous 
order (~~tc) in letters, cases, tenses and genders suggeststo 
Dyscolus that we should look for the same principle to appl~ to 
the parts of speech - a curious orthodoxy since he sets out to 
produce a hierarchy of the eight parts of speech., The noun and the 
verb are adjudged by Dyscolus (Syntax 1, 14) to be the first necessities 
of the sentence since, whenthese are removed, the sense forthwith 
collapses33 ,(similar importance being granted to the pronoun, standing 
in place of the noun). He is of the opinion that this order is in 
fact a reflection (~C~~~a) of what is required to establish complete 
sense • ~he Soholiast, writing on Dionysius Thrax, 34 states that 
. every sentence must contain a verb, suggesting that a structure of 
this basic form is the "favourite sentenoe-type"~·of Greek,35 (to use 
Bloomfield 1 s terminology). 36 Discussion of the ,other parte of speech 
is based upon varied criteria - syntaotica~ we need only cite the 
preposition which he feels (1, 26) does not derive its name (~poeec~c) 
from any particular significance of its own, but from the fact that 
it is attached to forms more origina137 than itsif by apposition or 
synthesis in order to convey some otherwise lacking relationship, 
and secondly adverbs (~~Lpp~~a~a) which he states derive theiT name 
rather from their syntactic function of modifying verbs than from 
their connotation (Syntax, 1, 9). He then uses the remainder of 
the four books on the Syntax to deal wi. th certain individual parts 
13 
of speech in detail, regarding all except the noun and verb as 
falling into two classes (1, ~6), first those which are used with 
38 
reference to nouns and verbs, and secondly those which are used 
with reference to or in place of these two principal forms, pacing 
the article, preposition, conjunction and adverb in the first group, 
and the pronoun and participle in the second group. 
In dealing with tne two forms of the article, which he terms 
'prepositive' and 'postpositive' (1, 142ff.), the criteria employed 
are mainly of a syntactic nature but they are affected by a false 
idea of the phonological background. Following what Forbes39 regards 
as his constant procedure and arguing from function rather than from 
form, Dyscolus observes at 1. 1~ that the essential difference 
between the two forms lies in the fact that while the prepositive 
form (~, ~' ~o) is found in full agreement with its noun, no such 
requirement is made by the postpositive form (gc, ~~ g), this latter 
requiring rather the addition of a subsequent verb. Despite the 
awareness of this clear functional difference, however, Dyscolus 
fails to deduce that they should be allocated to two separate parts 
of speech, as will be discussed below at 3·~1. Indeed, he is 
prepared to admit that the two forms differ in syntax and in form 
(~~~c / ~v~), and there is also a reference in Part 3 of Grammatic! 
, .. 
Graeci40 , emphasising his awareness of the ~yntactic differences 
between the two forms. He is aware futhermore~of trw inability of 
fmrn 1 . h ' ~ \ the protacticAto comp ate the sense 1n a sequence sup as o YP~~~Lxoc 
14 
~A.ae:v lhe:'A€~a:to, where a similarly acceptable result may be achieved 
by the addition of a postpositive ~orm or a conjunction such as xal. 
But he warns his readers ( 1, 144) against making the error of assuming 
that cuv~~~pceat and cuvo€&e:c6aL are synonymous.41 
The question of the particle if> and its relationship (if any) 
with the article was a subject far much divided discussion amongst 
the writers of anitquity. Of the many points raised by D,yscolus in 
his efforts to segregate the two farms, only a few syntactic points 
call for comment. In simple syntactic terms, he notes (1, 104) 
(of. de Pro. 25) that, vhile o~~oc rejects the article,one is still 
able to say~ o~~oc (although, as usual, he fails to state in what 
environment this would be possible). Apo:ihlonius infers that ~ 
cannot therefore be a part of the article. Furthermore, (on the 
verge .of morphology) he makes the unusual observation that whereas 
~wv is analogous to ~€cwv in what Uhlig terms a 'coincidentia genertim' 
between the noun and the article ( 1, 84), ~ on the other hand 
merely exhibits the same phonological form throughout, being colligated 
with nouni of different numbers and genders. From this, Dyacolus 
suggests that it would be more appropriate to allocate ~ to that 
groupJ1ef forms which are similarly a:ttached to varying forms of nouns 
without themselves undergoing a~ morphological change. Ire there-
. 1' '/ ' ,· fore reoommen~ th13,t~ w be termed 'e:m-ppti~a. xA.~~Lltov a.x'AL~ov' on the 
grouhds. of its being an iffix to the vocative case comparable with 
~0., vr1, whioh are oolligat~d. with the accusative (Syntax 1, 85). 
15 
The classification of XP~ and oe! as verbs (mentioned below, 1.1.2) 
was strongly opposed before the time of Dyscolus on the basis of their 
supposed many similarities with the adverbial group, namely regllbr use 
with verb-forms, retention of the same external form despite changes 
in the pronouns \v.ith which they are colligated. At De Adv. 539, 
he emphasises that no number of similar features in .this direction 
will automatically imply that two forms are to be allocated to the 
same part c:£ speech ( cf. the protactic article and the pronoun o~'t"o c, 
both of which can be used wit~ ari annphb;-ic sense). Syhtactically, 
Dyscolus notes that, in contrast wi.th the adverb, · xp~ and oe i cannot 
be colligated with the nominative of a pronoun as for example in 
His reason for this (111. 72) 
~although in fact inconstatent with his earlier remarks), to explain 
the ajpa'ent incongruity of x~ being used unc!J.nngingly with varied 
numbers and persons, is that the attached infinitive is the real 
subject of the verb. Since the infinitive does not change its form, 
Dyscolus sees no cause for the verb to change its form, and he suggests 
that the regular construction 6et cp,>.o>..o¥eiv is equivalent to 
On the further 
matter of the analysis of the accusative with the infinitive con-
struction, in e.g. A€CneL ~~€,/.&et ~~€ &xoueLv, he argues that it is 
not true that the infinitive al\7ays demands an accusative, but 
rather that tho infinitive is colligated with the particular case 
16 ' 
that the other moods ·of. the verb require, hence accounting for the 
1 ti i s:. ,.. 1 ' I. "' . • genl. · ·ve n uer. e!-LE= a.xouer.v tlr.ovucr.ou. The connection betvleen a 
dependent accusative and. the verb xp~/oe'L is that the accusative 
de:fle~ds upon this verb, taking on the role of the obg~ct of the· 
clause (as above with XeCner.), since this accusative· is required 
- .•. 
not by the infinitive but rather by the verb X~ or o8t{(111,78). 
At 111, 55,a discussion begins regarding the allocation of the 
infinitive to either the adverbial or verb class of forms, Apollonius 
favouring the latter. Varied criteria are employed oy him to 
oppose the idea, allegedly put forward by other writers, of adverbial 
classification, and to support his own theory that the infinitive is 
On the basis of syntax, he first observes 
one 
that it is perfectly acceptable forAperson to be referred to by trro 
, 
• u r/.Vd.-- • 
verbs _in separate IJlOods w.i. thin one sentence as l.n ea.v yr.: voocx\lc, ,. ~ 
npoc~e42 (this being in reply to the false argument of other 
writers that Xe~a.r.c ypa~er.c is unacceptable uhereas 9eAer.c yp~er.v 
is, and therefore -yp~e r.v cannot be a verb form). Secondly he 
states that there is a fundamental difference bet~een the infinitive 
and the adverb, namely that the infi~tive cannot be colligated 
Vlith all verbs \7hereas the adverb (with vei"y fevr reservations 
regarding tense restrictions) can be so employed. (His reason for 
this is given in what are essentially contextual terms, namely that 
,some verbs denote a particular action which makes ~mplete sense on 
its own through its moo~without requiting· the addition of a further 
. . . 
verb. ·On the other hand, such verbs as 9eAw require the. addition 
17 
of a seoo nd verb in order to complete the sense). Recalling his 
lt'lo.y 
earlier argument, that every mood of the·· verb,. ultimately be reduced 
to the infinitive, (the meaning of the particular mood in question 
being supplied through syntactical paraphrase), he concludes (111. 62) 
that the infinitive ought now to supersede the indicative as occupying 
first place in the hierarchichal system of verb moods.43 
The question _of distinguishing between nap&aecLc and ~uveecLc 
(apposition and composition or synthesis) as VTays of colligating 
prepositions with other parts of speech, is treated at length in the 
opening chapters of the Fourth Book of the Syntax. 44 He regrets 
that accent is often of no real help in deciding between the two 
types especially in verse where· metathesis of compound forms is so 
frequently found, and he believes that the parts of the sentence, even 
if they are split up amongst themselves, as in en~uce noUAU xa~a, do 
not lose their property of being compounded forma. He suggests 
that ana.strophe of accent demands metathesis whereas retention of 
accent and of correct position go together (IV, 9). The question 
is clarified syntactically however, since nouns joined with prep&sitions 
by synthesis receive any added article in front of the preposition, 
whereas forms compounded by nap&aecLc admit the article in b~~een 
the preposition and the noun. He quotes as examples at IV. 13 
' ~ou , N , 45 The idea of the nominative ?tapa vo~ou of. ~ou napavo~ou. 
case and prepositions being colligated by apposition is rejected as 
impossible by Dyscolus, although he does submit that this is not to 
10 
suggest that nouns are incapable af receiving the prepositional affix, 
as e.g. le . ~epLe:pyoc, which Dysoolus suggests possesses a force similar 
to that of ,the verb ~e:pLe:pyci4,e:c6a.L (cf. ~~Cxoupoc) ,46 (Synt. IV, 17). 
The composition/apposition question is dealt with again in 
Book IV at section 32ff., here in connection with the attaching of 
prepositions to verbs. Apollonius declares himself to be in favour 
of the former method of junction. His theory (stated at IV, 40) 
is that verbs receive the prepositional affix by synth~s, but that 
this is never done in such a w~ that other compound tenses are to be 
derived from a compounded present tense; rather, each individual tense 
of the verb in turn receives a preposition47 which is possible since, 
in contextual terms, they all denote the same basic sense. 4.8 A 
similar conclusion, reached at IV. 45 from general observation, is 
made by Dyscolus vdth reference to the compounding of prepositions 
with lR rticiples. Here the nominative form such as xa.-ta.ypclcpwY will 
admit no article after the preposition, and hence theform must be 
allocated to the group of compounds by synthesis. He is prepared 
then to support his earlier decision about verbal compounding on 
these very grounds, since he feels that verbs and participles belong 
to the same basic schema. 49 
H. B. Rosen5° plausibly divides compound verbs into diff~ent 
types, and puts ·forwa.rd the opinion that some types were graphically 
distinct from others in early and late orthography, but not generally 
1.9 
·· so in classical Attic for example. He suggests that merely 
descriptive ~ompounds ten~ed to be written and pronounced cuv#npGcceLv, 
~e~~paccetv, etc. He believes51 that the standardising of all 
t;vpes into single written forms goes back to Apollonius Dyscolus, 
Syntax IV, 32. Ho'e.'ever, he is wrong in s~ing that Dyscolus implies 
that it is impossible to make a graphic distinction between verbal 
composition of the syntactic kind and the lexical kind (respective~ 
There is nothing in Dyscolus 1 Vlri ting 
at this point to justify any reference to graphicsaistinction between 
syntactical and lexica1. 52 The author merely states that all compound 
verbs receive their prepositional affix by synthesis 1 and he argue a 
away the apparent exception. 
It is in his ~alysis of the conjunction that we find an example 
.of the thorough treatment uhich Dyscolus could give to a subject, 
and, although>this book is not complete, ue may begin to appreciate 
the advance in detailed analysis made by Dyscolus upon earlier Vlri tar~. 
Forbes53 quotes Thra~' definition of the conjunction as 'a form that 
binds together the train of thought in order, and fills up a gap in 
the speech'. Robi~s5~, on the other hand, praises Dyscolus for 
improving upon Thrax by stating that its function is to join together 
. . 
syntactically other par~s of speech. 55 From the beginning, Dyscolus 
prepares far a thorough discussion56 ,· announcing his intention to 
reveal differences be~een form and connotation (~vT} and OT)'Aou~vov) 
(in so far as forms whiCh agree in morphological sh~pe may be 
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differentiated by the sense), between simple and compound forms, 
between real and apparent conjunctions, and bet>reen enclitic and 
non-enclitic forms. 
1.1.2. As has been suggested in the introduction above (1.0), the 
recourse to formal criteria in grammatical categorisation has met 
with generally greater approval from linguistic writers, especially 
in recent timea,than has the appeal to contextual considerations. 
The recourse, therefore, to morphological criteria is not hard to 
trace in the writings of Dyscolus. OJ?.e may instance his comments 
\ 
upon the two-fold farm of the artiole, protactic and hypotactic 
( 1. 80), and his 11 proof11 of the 11loss" of original sigma in tho 
nominative singular of the prepositive forms. He notes first that 
in all other cases the endings of the two forms concur perfectly; 
secondly, that plurals in -oL corr!)spond to a singular in -oc, 
which is also suggested by the feminine termination of ~· After 
observing at 1. 86, with refer.ence to other levels, that interrogative 
forms must reject the article, since interrogation and the under-
lying concept of the article contradict each other, he states that 
~~o!oc cannot be a compound derived from ~ and ~otoc since in 
morphological terms, one must observe that the A prefix nevermanges 
ita form (contrast ~~ ~~ ~o). He also notes that oompound'adjeotives' 
have a common form in the nominative singular for tuo genders. 
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Similarly, he affirms (.1i.34-) that the inflexion of oti<roc, a.t'<r~, <rou<ro 
makes it abundantly clear that it is derived not from the regular 
article but from a pronominal farm ( cf. oc o' ~q>TJ), and it must 
therefore be treated as a pronoun. 
Again, in terms of simple morphological phenomena, he supports 
his argument that ~ is not to be regarded as a part of the article 
(1. 83). He instances points similar to those mentioned above, 
namely,that a genitive terminating in -ou, and accusative in -ov 
correspond to a vocative in -e; nominative and vocative plural forms 
in all declensions are the~ame, with this exception; the feminine 
vocative singular ought to be identical ~th the nominative feminine 
singular, and furthermore the other oblique cases of the definite 
article all require an intial taul and in any case, the breathing 
and accent are vJrong - all evidencing his feeling for analogy. 
Pure morphology is employed as the criterion in De Adv. 542 
where the author is confronted with the classification of X~ and 
oe'L which had until his day been placed by many in the adverbial 
class. He here regards temporal augmentation in the past tenses 
of the indicative as the most pdent argument for allocating the 
above two forms to the verb class (~xpfiv, etc.), but he points out 
in the corresponding passage in the Syntax (111. 73) that he does 
not mean by this that only forms which can be augmented are to be 
regarded as verbs (this only occurs, as he observes, in the indicative_, 
anyway) but rather that forms-- which can be augmented show by this 
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very fact that they are members of the verb class. The last 
section of the Book on the Adverb (56!ff.) is devoted to a 
comprehensive classification of adverbial forms by their terminations, 
and, where feasible, he generalises on the meaning of a class e.g. 
adverbs in -aev indicate the source of motion (597)57, and on the 
origin of a group, e.g. adverbs ending in -~Y originate from nouns 
His ability to handle two morphological arguments is seen in 
De Adv. 553. Since present participles have separate ter@inations 
for the masculine and feminine genders, and a form &x€ouca is found 
in Il. 1, 565, other writers are quoted by Dyscolus as inclining to 
the view that &xswv is therefore ~o be regarded as a participle. 
However, as D,yscolus points out, whe~e is the verb from which it 
is formed? He then suggests as a basis for comparison the form 
I , I 
axewv ba~vucae in Od. 21, 89, which leads him back to his favouring 
adverbial classification. In contrast to thiG* one may observe 
his less successful handling of morphological phenomena. On a 
purely morphological basis of eight short observations about farms, 
he endeavours to prove (De Pro. 1~) that pronound fall into 
two distinct groups, on the basis that pronouns mich denote genders 
by their terminations also exhibit regularit,y of declension in 
their cases. In so doing, he trembles on the verge of making a 
confla tion of what are in fact tr1o essentially different morphological 
features. Ho details the two groups as follOTis; first those 
2.3 
pronouns which are irregular in their declension (&vaxo~ou6oc) and 
have individual roots for the various·numbers and oases and persons 
( 6Ej.LCL1:a) as opposed to the seoo nd group which do distinguish generic 
differences and hence exhibit regularity (&xo~ou6Ca) throughout 
their declension, as e.g. au~oc, ~xe!voc. 
Uith regard to considerations which may affect the allocation 
to parts of speech (j.Lepr.cj.Lor.), he suggests at De. Adv. 575 that,1 
with regard to adverbs ending in -q>L 58 , it is the sUrrounding syntax 
which is the deciding factor. In the case of forms ending thus, 
he notes that some are to be classified as adverbs, while others 
retain the significance and classification of their original case 
forms (e.g. icc=&Q,' 8pecr<pLV= ~'8pouc, of. cx€oo6ev in Od. 2, 267, which 
~ 
does not denote place of ori~in). Since he feels that adverbial 
compounding takes place 'xa~a 1-Lr.ac cu~~ewc', he i~,ob1iged to. 
eJtclude the group of forms which teroinate in -<pL from the class 
of 1 adverbial ' compounds ( k1t r. p PTli-Lan x~ 1tCLpaywyTJ) since, as he 
rightly observes, this particular ending can be found with what 
' 
~e terms •accusative, genitive and dative' connotations, as e.g. 
However, at De Adv. 608, he does 
accept !~r. as being purely adverbial, the allocation here being 
on the basis of case equivalence. This question of the determination 
of the cl~ssification of parts of speech is discussed in greater 
detail as a matter of general principles below at 2.1.2. One 
notices in ·this present connection the appeal to morphology ~ 
discussed there with reference to the formal ending of the word 
determining its classification. An example, quotable here, is that 
found at De Pro. 36C, where in the course of his remarks about 
~X~xou~oc, Dyscolus Writes that it is sheer stupidity to state 
... 
that it is a noun, and then to regard it as being formed from ou~oc; 
for he feels that it is the ending of the word that decides to which 
part of speech a compound form is to be allocated. lmd further, 
as he points out at De Pro. 37A,~XLxoU~oc must not be regarded as 
a compound form since all compound forms of this nature "Should 
possess common gender endings in the nominative singular, masculine 
and feminine. 
1.2.0. Those criteria which may be broadly termed 'contextual' 
will be dealt vdth under two separate headings, this next section 
being devoted to the use of logical and conceptual considerations, 
and the subsequent section (1.2.2.) dealing with the recourse to 
'inner' and 'outer' situational criteria. Due to the close relation-
ship of these pairs, it has been found more converiant to treat them 
together rather than to attempt to divide them into four separate 
sections. 
1.2.1. Apollonius first hints of logical criteria (1. 13) when, 
after laying evidence for accepting that there is a reasoned order 
for letters, tenses, genders etc., he turns to the order of 
precedence that is to be accorded to the various parts .of speech, 59 
commenting that any man ~ho refuses to look for a logical basis 
for this, merely attributing it to chance, ~dll find himself in the 
position of denying the influence of order everywhere (this to 
He deduces that the noun and 
verb should be accorded priority of place, and of these tuo the 
noun should receive first place on the grounds that the qualities of 
the verb are derived from the statt~ qf the noun ('t'o'Lc be CWf-LO.C~Y 
. ,, 
J N ' • fW J ~ J tlt'!', J £. I N ( # # ' enLxeL't'O.L ~ 6ec~c 't'WY OYOf-LO.'t'WY, e~~YALu~o't'~C 't'OU p~f-La.'t'oc, h€yw ~v 
' I ' ' , ) evepye~a.v xa.~ 't'O na.eoc • The verb itself isooen to take precedence 
over the pronoun (1. 19) since the latter was conceived primarily 
to clarify any ambiguities of person that may arise in the former. 
He feels that the pronoun in the nominative case only serves a 
really useful purpose when the verb itself is unable to make the 
necessary distinction of person, this being especial~·noticeable 
in the third person, which he observed in Synt. 1. 17 as being 
unlimited in comparison with the more restricted reference of the 
second and first person forms of the pronoun. Furthermore, he 
feels (1. 24) that the pronoun must also give way to the article on 
logical grounds, for if the article is used wi. th the noun and the 
pronoun is used in place of the noun, then it follows that the 
article must be older than the pronoun. 
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I,n the majority of present day reference works, D,yscolus is 
generally accorded great credit fort .developing ·the idea of the 
anaphoric sense of the definite article, whereby reference is made 
back to what is mentioned eitP.er impli"'itly or ex:plicitly in the 
context, thus establishing what he terms a second identification 
of a person mentioned before (6eu.'t"lpa. yvw~Lc)·. 60 The idea of 
anaphora, i.e. reference back.to what is known fr?m previous 
mention, is used by Dyscolus to justif'y the fact that nouns may 
both be colligated with and without the definite article, Dyscolus' 
theory being t~t when the subject is 'known' through previous 
mention61 , an article is_ required to establish theanaphoric relation-
ship, whereas when the subject is unknown, no article can be required. 
(This argument is applied in the main to the nominative and accusative 
. 62 
cases.) This same point is taken up at a later stage when he 
remarks (1. 95) that some may find it strange that nouns can be 
colligated with the article whereas the pronouns that replace these 
nouns are never preceded by the article, this being all the more 
unusual in places where the addition of the article would tend to 
clarify ambiguities in gender. A reason for this is stated in 
conceptual terms, namely that first and second person pronouns deal 
vJith parsons actiyely concerned in the subject matter (1. 96), and 
. ·,. . t 
hence these indications do not require the addition of the article 
since no-repetition of the particular individual's na_~ is called 
for, but the person is, as it were, before our ver,y eyes (~~ 1 0WLY). 
,, 
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Pronouns of the third pe-rson possess their own anaphoric sense and 
hence do not require the article. Those who feel that forms such as 
u e~oc, which already possess a demonstrative foroe, can also be 
colligated with the article are urged by D.yscolus (1. 100) to observe 
that the article colligated with such forms refers to the thing 
possessed and not to the possessor, as he feels is emphasised by the 
fact that one does not say ·~ e~oc ~ ~a~p' (which would certainly 
be acceptable if the article uere to refer to the pronoun). By 
analogy with such phrases as b ~a-.;~p b lxe C vwv uhere the two articles 
f 11 c ' .. u must re er to one noun, Apo onius concludes that in o na't'l)p o Ei.J.OC 
both articles refer to the one noun and both possess the anaphoric 
quality. In modern terms, however, one would prefer to say that 
the first is here being used cataphorically, 63 Ei.J.OC explaining it. 
In cases where possession is involved, he fee.ls ( 1 • 4-3) that if the 
article is omitted, a number c~~~eoc) of personal possessions is 
denoted as in oou~oc cou -.;au-.;~ ~noC~ce, while the inclusion of the 
article suggests to Dyscolus single possession (i.J.OYaOLxTjc x~c Lc). 
A possessive genitive dependent uppn a common noun has the article 
prefixed to it, whereas the article is omitted with proper nouns 
and with (3c5.cL~uc since these, even without the article, are 
capable of denoting the necessary single ownership. ~order to 
justify the two articles that are found with ~ -&ou avap~ou U~~c, 
he argues that an article must signify through anaphora a known 
possessor in order that it may d~e a known person or thing that 
2.8 
is possessed. In this connection, Dyscolus lists three possibilities 
f d f d ' .. , ' , ' ' , .. .. , ' ,. ' • ' o or er o wor s: o 7tOttT)p &f-lOc e: en: o &f-lOc 7tO.'t"TJP 't"pe:xe: L: o 7tO.'t"T)p o &f-lOC 
q>LAOCOq>e:i:. He suggests (1. 132) that it is the· type of verb that 
governs the use and order of words. This idea of the type of verb 
(stative as opposed to action) recurs at S~tax 1. 119-122, where the 
author is dealing with the article in interrogative sentences. 
He notes first that the article is added to a question formed by 't"LC 
+ a common noun as e.g. 't"LC o av6pwmoc xa.'Ae:i:'t"a.t.; and also to a 
participle provided that the main verb is one of calling or naming64, 
as in 't"Lc o op~wv xa.'Ae:t''t"a.L; (he further notes a similar construction 
with 7tot'oc as 7tOt'oc 0 av6pwmoc eC't"LYj). He suggests at 1. 130 that 
interrogative adverbs can be colligated with the article regularly 
without any of the above verb discrimination (e.g. 1tWC o avepwmoc 
' , ) E:VI.XT)CE:Yj • The reason for this is felt by Dyscolus to be that 
with ?tOOc etc. the details of the subject of the sentence are 1known', 
whereas with 7tOt'oc av6pOOROC the only fact that can be classed as 
~knovm' is that of the verb action, with the result that the anaphoric 
nature of the article in conjunction with the subject of the verb 
is totally incongruous. The real point here, hovJever, which he 
fails to stress, is the change from attributive to predicative. 
Any genitive dependent upon one of the interrogative forms such as 
't"LC or 7tO't"e:poc requires, according to Syntax 1. 125, the addition 
of the article unless the genitive is pronominal. 65. 
On the anaphoric nature of pronouns, he states that in the 
third person (Synt. I:t ,9), the pronoun will only replace a noun 
that is colligated with an article (the absolute noun possessing 
no sense of anaphora), and he believes that there is a transfer of 
the relative sense from the noun to the replacing pronoun. 
Apolloriius believes that the declension of pronouns is bound up >~th 
the fact that all pronouns indicate (II.16), either by their 
demonstrative or anaphoric qualities (ll.11), definite individuals. 
The verb is so endowed, however, only in the first and second persons. 
He is of the opinion therefore (II.17) that the pronoun possesses 
several forms in the third person as the only means of distinguishing 
between otherwise ambiguous individuals. In this connection we 
~ note the ~sentially logical distinction between the first two 
persons as opposed to the third. The circumstances attendant upon 
individuals in the first two persons are felt to be ' ' Cl ,,.. 't"O. U7t OljrL\.1 1 
i.e. known at first hand, whereas the third person refers to somee 
thing or somebody possibly outside the immediate sphere of the 
66 
speaker. Furthermore the awareness of a need to make extra dis-
tinction in the third person by the use of distinctive pronominal 
forms would suggest that the author was also aware of a certain 
amount. of contextual plurality in third person, whereby 'I see me' 
must normally be rejected, but 'he sees him' may be accepted, two 
distinct persons being involvea. 67 
The discus·sion of the irregular declension of personal pronouns 
30 
as compared vdth that of nouns leads the author to suggest (I~22) 
that each person has his m7n particular noun, the nominative of 
which may be turned into oblique cases which still ret~in the basic 
characteristic of the original nominative cro~ov). In order to 
make e:ften clearer the distinction of the individual qualities of the 
subjects, we find the creation of different genders, the addition 
of epithets, and the formation of compounds. The pronoun, on the 
other hand, is concerned with the basic idea of the reality of the 
substance (o~da.), and not with individual characteristics, of the 
subjecta. Henee, he feels that since pronouns reject the host of 
individually peculiar qualities exhibited by nouns, it is not 
surprising that they also reject the customary regular declension 
of nouns, since any pronoun can stand for almost any noun(s). 68 
He further seeks to justify the formation of this abnormal declension 
amongst many personal pronouns by arguing that it is only to be 
eJ~q?ected that a form, which is to be used for so many varied nouns, 
will avoid a:ey limitations imposed upon it by any of the regular 
declensions. Turning then (U.26) to the more regular declension 
of ~~ third person forms such as ~xe!voc, he suggests that the 
raas"Oh for this greater regularity lies in the fact that the person 
denoted by ~xe!voc is usually placed at some distance from the 
speaker, and therefore it is wiser to denote the appropriate gender. 
He further observes that a.~~oc requires this distinction of gender 
since it serves to denote, not distant persons as does b.e'Lvoc, but 
rather 'absen~ persons. 69 
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On. the subject of the addition of the pronoun in the nominative 
case in front of the verb, Dyscolus rejedts the view (De,_ Pro. 27C) 
that without the pronoun, our speech becomes impover.mned (lvoe~); for 
after all, remarks Dyscolus, that is the customary usage. 70 In 
logical terms, he inclines to the view that the addition of the pronoun 
in tho nominative cas~ is superfluous, unless there is some definite 
call for distinction (oLac~o~~) as in xapEYEYO~~y ~ev 1 o~ xape~uxec Oe. 
~e appeal here is to the concept of the '~you' contrast and it is 
this nucleus element which determines the preferred colligation. 
He notes at the same time, however, the value of the addition of 
I • the third person pronoun where the sense is in the least ambi.guous. 
He implies (De Pro. 30A) the undesirability of the nominative of 
nouns being colligated with verbs in any person except the third, 
although, as he points out, there are· certain exceptions in this 
respect, depending again upon the connotation of the particular verb 
in question e.g. verbs af describing (c~~aCvov~a toLac ~oLo~~oc 6ecLv) 
demand nouns and reject pronouns on the grounds that individual 
characteristics (toL6~c)-cannot be conveyed, conceptually speaking, 
in pronominal forma, which ar~ of a general nature. 'J' ELYaL 1 On the 
other hand, flill admit pronouns since they denote 1 exi .. stence 1 and 
do not d~and reference to· any particular quality. 
Uhile the article (De Pro. 9B) is not used to differentiate 
persons nor to denote 'existence' (as does the pronoun), its principal 
significance, other~~than t~t of ano.phora, is that it marks, not 
32· 
particular differences, but rather more general distinctions (o~x 
's:. ' I:. , , ' ') LuLX~ uL~opa a~~a yevLx~ • The noun is said to be incapable of 
possessing demonstrative force (6eL~tc) (De Pro. 39B) but rather 
signifies individual qualities (also termed ~oto~~c), while the 
pronoun denotes the very contrary characteristics, i.e. dei~s, 
existence, and general differences (oe1~tc, o6cCa, yevtx~ 6t~opa). 
Dyscolus believes that every pronoun possesses either relative or 
demonstrative connotations (10B), the first and second person being 
demonstrative, while the third possesses both these qualities (~or 
, ' , ... "' ,.. ,.. he regards au~oc, exeLvoc as demonstrative, and e, ou, OL as 
relative~. Vfuatever their similarities may be in syntactic terms, 
(e.g. pronominal use of the article, pronominal use with nouns) 
Dyscolus rejects any suggestion of their being even a slight case 
for muddling the article and the pronoun. He further differentiates 
the two classes (16B) on the basis that pronouns, where employed 
in answer to interrogative statements, possess a sense of 'primary 
cognition' (~pw~ yvwctc) whereas the article contains, in conceptual 
terms., a sense of 'secondary cognition 1 , recalling to the memory. 
He feels quite confident that the demonstrative sense in personal 
pronouns is fully adequate to distinguish persons without an article 
being added (as also with ~xetvoc, a~~oc), although the real reason 
far articles not being colligated \v.ith pronouns71 is that the article 
contains the anaphoric sense, the pronoun the demonstrative sense. 
It is due to their divergent qualities in this respect also ~hat 
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nouns and pronouns could never be compounded by synthesis (Pro. 390). 
Several points of interest are raised by Dyscolus when he comes 
to that part of the Syntax dealing nith the Verb. First, in III, 21, 
he affirms that ~Y may be joi~ed with past tenses af the indicative, 
with the exception of the perfect. The reason for the failure of 
fl.v to be colligated with the present, future 72 and perfecf tenses of 
the indicative is felt by ~he crriter to be that the particular force 
of this conjunction73 refers not to th~ realm of the factual, but 
rather to the potential (~o 6~vac6aL), which concept he feels is best 
catered for by the aorist, imperfect and pluperfect tenses, on account 
of their reference to time which is partly or alrea~ long past, 
rather than to present or future. (This relation of 'past' to 
'possibility' provides a good example of conceptual oppositio~). 74 
D,yscolus further suggests that the fact that ~v is not oolligated ~th 
the perfect tenses is another proof of his theory that the perfect 
should not be regarded as a tense denoting completion of action in 
I 
the past but rather as denoting 'present completion' (cuY~€A€tav 
lvEc~wcav). The mention of kav, rva (see footnote 73) introduces 
the topic of aspect within the verb. The absence of any future 
subjunctive 75 and the fact. that these two ·conjunctions govern either 
s~UMGG.ve w optat.Ne 
a present or past h?i a?±izm leads Dyscolus on to a bare suggestion 
of the awareness of aspectual differences. Uhlig interprets 76 
Dyscolus' idea (Synt. III, 140) as follows: •lav 6p~ - perfectionem 
futuram cursus_denotet: eav ~pexw- futuram continuationem'. A 
similar view is expressed at Synt. III, 101 where thE! VTri ter sugge·sts 
I 
that the difference between the optative forms xA.eH~-c6w and-xexA.€Lc6w 
is that"the present form states that the door ought now to be clos~d, 
whereas the perfect form states that by now the closing of-<the door 
( 
, u , I I 
ought to have been long completed ~~v exnaA.aL o~eLA.oucav otaeecLV 
yevec6aL). He feels similarly that the present optative desires 
a present state to continue, such as ~WoL~L (Synt. III, 100), while 
the aorist optative, e.g. nope~caL~L ~~v tA.Lov desires the outcome 
of what is not yet real fact, i.e. that the time of battle may be 
finished and past. The same difference is felt to be true for 
the present and past tenses of the imperative (III, 102), the 
present demanding that a present state should continue, while the 
aorist requires 'ut aliquid absolutum et praeteritum sit•. 77 
and. no~.&.n 
In the sequence of articleAfollowed by a participle, the author 
sees a variety of interpretations. First, there is the simple 
temporal significance (Synt. I, 11G) as evidenced in~ aCwv ~upavv~cac 
~~ '~ , , ... !#e e~e~~e~, which he equates with o aLwv ~e~a ~o ~upavv~caL c~e~~ ~· 
--
In addition to the usual anaphoric sense to be found with the article, 
there is also the classifying idea (Synt. I, 111) as seen in b naTe 
b OeLnv~cac, identifying. one particular boy out of a group of others, 
which leads Apollonius to suggest that the idea of 'one out of many' 
• # 1:. # 
may be connected with the Stoic term 'aopLc~wv~ ~opLa'. At the 
78 
same time, one notices that the first article is cataphoric and 
that the second is in fact the classifying form, referring to one 
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particular boy uho has had his dinner. This may .be· pa.reJ.J.clled 
c 
in the anticipator,y or proleptic use of tho article in ~.g. o 
TVfb'VVOIC'T~v')6.:AS 11~66w uhich Dyacolus observes (Syntax 1, 41:-) has 
reference to future time of unspecified duration, as in Od. VI, 
158/9. At Syntax 1,114, the sequence of article +participle + 
imperative is again mentioned in terms of reference to an 
,. 
indefinite future,uhile the ruther point is made that this 
" 
'indefinite' sense is not conveyed through the past or present 
b . 
tenses of the ve~,the clearly defined temporal connotation of 
these latter being"omphasised. 
Still operating under the wide heading of contextual as 
opposed to formal criteria, situational criteria79,although forminB 
two sub-groups,will nevertheless be treated in one section. It 
is important to notice in this connection that in theoe early days, 
linguistic studies not yet had achieved full independence from 
the main line of 'philosophical' interests ?f the uriters of 
ancient Greece, and hence, as Robins observes, one must nqt be 
undu~ disturbed at the use of arguments drro7n from oxtra-lincruistio 
sources.
80 While one is well advise~ to heed the warnipg of ~~laide 
Hnhn81 in her uriting on Apollonius, a thorough stu~ of the detailed 
uritings of this author uould suggest that there is abundant room 
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for a consideration of criteria based upon psychological and outer, 
non-mental situational phenomena. The extent to which such criteria 
are applied by Apollonius varies, as usual. In the discussion of 
the eighth and last part of speech at Synt. 1, 28, Dyscolus defines 
the conjunction as meriting this position since it is powerless by 
itself, (i.e. when lacking· other forms which it may join) just as 
the limbs of the body are useless except when the main body is present. 
A second example at a simple level may be seen in 1. 43 where the 
writer suggests that the inclusion of the prepositive article may 
denote a feeling of excellence (l~ox.~ ) as e.g. in ~ YPCJilf.lO/tLlt~c 
which he interprets as denoting the accepted opinion of all. 
Again we may note a similar use of b noL~~c to refer exclusively 
to Homer. 
In his classification of interrogative forms into two groups 
( bvol-'a.cn xcl./l?tL PfYTlflO/tL xcl.) (these ;two groups arising from the fact, 
in Dyscolus' opinion, that the noun and the verb are the most 
parts of speech and are therefore the most likely to 
be questioned in cases of uncertainty) he classifies (1. 35) the 
adverbial group as being concerned with unknown feelings (6ta.a€cetc) 
and attitudes, as far example, ?tWC &veyvw; xa.Awc, p~~opCxwc. 
, 
The exact interpretation of the term 6ta.eectc, in its connection 
with the verb, is discussed at length by Adelaide Hahn82 • To 
Apollonius the various moods of the verb are demonstrative of 
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' certain 11 WUXLXO.L OLa.6ece: LC 11 ( 111. 59), with the noted exception of 
the infinitive. 83 Since the infinitive lacks this modal distinction 
(to use Hahn's phraseology), Apollonius suggests that this is the 
reason for the infinitive being able to replace all the other moods 
of the verb, providing the particular characteristic of the other 
verb is supplied, as in ypO.<pe:-?ypa<pe:LY cot ?tpoc'!accw. This theory 
of the inflected form of the verb as denoting OLa.eece:Lc is regarded 
by Robins~ as 'a harking back to the Aristotelian doctrine that 
speech sounds are symbols for the states of the soul'. 85 To the 
indicative, Apollonius assigns the quality of bpLc"ttx~ or.a?to<pa.'!tx~86 , 
the latter being produced by the addition of the negative particle o~. 
In this connection (111. 90), Dyscolus observes that o~ is not found 
with the imperative, optative or subjunctive moods since they do not 
share in this essential quality of statement of fact. He regards 
the optative as being concerned with the realm of human wishes, the 
imperative with the issuing of commands, whereas the subjunctive 
when introduced by a conjunction, assumes the quality of the particular 
conjunction in question87 , (111. 92) since Dyscolus feels that each 
~- 88 conjunction possesses an individual uuva.~Lc. Uith regard to the 
optative mood (e:~X'!Lx~), so called because of its obvious connection 
with wishes (e:iSxa.L), it would appear that the addition of the 
optative adverb was unnecessary (contrast e:tee: ~ypa.~Y where the 
conjunction has a force of its 0\7n). Apollonius suggests that 
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this usage of the optative adverb being oolligated Tiith the optative 
mood (Synt. III, 9~) as in e!ee Aaxo{~v89 is comparable to adding 
vat in answers to interrogative forma Tihere the verb of action is 
also repeated (namely, for· greater emphasis, etc ~AeCovac s~L~aceLc). 
He draws a firm distinction between optative forms in verbs and these 
optati¥e adverbs as is discussed below at 3.~.2. 
Uith regard to the naming of the moods, and in particular 
subjunctive forms, Apolloniua suggests that moods Vlhich do not 
depend upon a conjunction, .such as the indicative, possess an innate 
force of their own Csee above, Synt. III, 88) and derive their name 
from this and not from the connotation of any added conjunction 
(contrast th~ manner in which the various classes of conjunctions 
are named according to the particular concept that they denote). 
Since he sees this quality in the conjunction, he believes that tre 
reason for such clauses as ~av ~Aeyov being regarded as inco~gruous 
is that the inherent force of ~av conflicts with the past tense 
in the verb. For this conjunction is felt to denote uncertainty 
about future matters and things yet to be completed, the same 
principle being applicable to other oonjunctions such as 'Cva when 
used finally, while he believes that the concept of causality in 
conjunctions is at variance with the future tenses of the verb 
) 90 (Synt. III, 131 • 
Turning to pronouns and to more obvious situational criteria, 
D,yscolus states (Synt. III, ~) that the first and second persons 
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differ from the third in that whereas the former presuppose persons 
being present, 91 the third, with the exception of o~~oc, denotes 
in the mind of the speaker, ~a ~~v~a xsxwptc~~va ~wv ~poc00nwv. 
Dyscolus feels that it is this awareness of the 'absent' quality 
in the mind of the speaker, not the mere fact of their being third 
t , ' , .. person,tha prevents au~oc and exetvoc from possessing vocative 
case forms (Apollonius not only connecting the vocative case soletr' 
with the seconi person92 , 
'present' persons.)93• 
. 1' but also regarding ou~oc as signifying 
Returning to the analysis of the main parts of speech, the 
i~terjection (!~L~v~ctc) was never separated off by the Greeks 
as a part of speecp in its own right. D,yscolus regards it (De 
Adv. 531) as a lilember of the adverbial group, when he states that 
.. 
· · adverbs are to be used when verbs are written in or are to be 
mental~ supplied, i.e. in oases where we would often us~ inter-
jections. The first grammarian to separate them off as an 
individual part of speech, the first century Roman grammarian, 
Remmius Palaemon, segregated thom by the criterion of their having 
no denotative meaning as such, but rather signifying a state of 
mind (nihil docibile habent, significant taman adfectus animi). 94 
In the same uay that it is not possible to attach certain 
attributive forms to any noun, ao also some adverbs will not 
permit themselves to bo attached to any tense, mood or person 
of the verb, Tihile others are not so .-limited. For example 
l:.O 
(De Adv. 533), certain adverbs are noted as possessing a strongly 
temporal significance, and hence will only be associated i7ith 
tenses appropriate to this. Apollonius is even prepared to 
distinguish the more ambiguous tenses of participles and verbs by 
the addition of e.g. lxe€c as in ~Xe€c Aeywv to mark the imperfect 
participle. 95 The influence of personal feeling, evidenced above, 
in connection with ~he interjection, is also brought into pl~ 
when the author turns to consider (De Adv. 537) the classification 
of the form WflOL Vlhich is also dealt Vlith at De Pron. 42. After 
using various criteria, principally morphological and etymological, 
to prove that it can be neither a verb nor a pronoun, (although 
all interjections are always conceivod of, he feels, in the first 
person) he comes to his main points. First, he suggests that 
adverbs of lamentation are by their very naturo attached to the 
first, i.e. speaking person, and hence WflOL may still be retained 
in the adverbial class. Secondly, he adds that the exclamation 
is the result of a state of mind (cf. the above definition of 
Remmius Palaemon), and since this is a characteristic of the verb, 
it follows that WflOL must stand as an adverb by virtue of Apollonius' 
theory of adverbs being used to modifY, the verb (see below, 1.3.1.). 
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1.3.0. In addition to the separate use o~ individual criteria, 
Dyscolus is aTiare both of the need and of the value to be gained 
through using combined criteria as a means of strengthening an 
argument. In the rema~ning sections o~·this chapter,. criteria 
combination will be illustrated, first (1.3.1.) in terms of purely 
formal considerations; then follow (1.3.2.) examples of syntactical 
criteria being combined with contextual arguments, and finally 
(at 1.3.3.) the combination of morphological with contextual 
criteria is discussed, before a final brief summarising of the use 
made by Dyscolus of the various criteria (1.4.0.). 
1.3.1. His handling of the two groups of formal criteria, 
syntactical and morphological96 , may be seen in extracts from De 
Adverbio and De Conjunctions. In the first passage, (De Adv, 543ff., 
which is an extension of a previous discussion at De Conj. 497), he un-
consciously brings together two groups of formal criteria as a basis 
for regarding l XTJ't ~ as an adverb. Whereas other writers such as 
Trypho had tended, according to Dyscolus, to classify this form 
solely as a conjunction, he points out that the function of a 
conjunction is to join together syntactically other parts of speech 
and sentences, 97 and he fails to see how it can be possible for a 
co~ction to assume a negative prefix as is found with &exT]'t~ {De Adv.544) 
He also notes the possi~ity of two contrasted negative forms· from 
one root word being found only with adverbs; he therefore compares 
' • , • d J. u ,. 
ou ce~vwc, ace~vwc an oux ex~~L, aex~~L. Accordingly, he deduces 
that EX~~L cannot be only a conjunction, and stresses his own 
view (De Conj. 497) that, when EX~~L is equivalent to evexa, it is 
to be regarddd as a causal conjunction, whereas, when it is equivalent 
to exov~~bov, it must then be regarded as an adver.b. From this 
e:tample of the mingling of formal criteria, we may pass on to the 
proof which he offers for his theory that each individual tense 
of the compound verb receives the prepositional affix when it has 
itself been formed, with the augment added if necessary. His 
(~.41) 
proof hereAis that we find compound past tenses with no corresponding 
present tense extant, and similarly present and future forms are 
found with no corresponding past tense ( e.,g. xa~t~a:yov, xa~o C cw). 
u A form such as ~ve?tov, where the compounding was made in the present 
tense, and then passed as one united form into the past to receive 
the temporal augment, is regarded as an exception (with the added 
suggestion that forms thus compounded (e.g. xaeC~w) do not differ 
contextually speaking from the simple verb, whereas on the other 
hand xa~aypa~ does). His argument is morphological, although 
not in conflict·with syntactical considerations. He finds himself 
in the position where his notion of similarity of structure in 
all these ranks makes him uncertain regarding the morphology of a 
phrase and syntax of a word on the one hand, and the morphology of 
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a word on the other hand, which, when considered from the point of 
view of the v;ord alone,, suggests morphology in opposition to syntax. 9S 
From this balancing of criteria of a formal nature, one may 
pass on to consider examples where Dyscolus allowed the daims of 
syntax to outweigh morphological considerations. Cases of this 
kind are more in evidence than· those of the contrary kind, i.e. where 
'. 
Dyscolua permits morphology ·to outweigh syntax, suggesting that 
the author valued the claims of syntax more highly than· those of 
morphology. On the other hand, it should be pointed out that 
Dyscolus, when dealing with the classification of the parts of 
speech in terms of general principles of categorisation, does lay 
down that it is the ending of the word which.determines to ~hich 
part of speech the word is to be allocated (see below 2.1 .2, ). 
In De Adv. 551, he notes tm t 7t't1Si; is a substantive on account of 
its declension and syntax, whereas 7tUI; and A&l; are both to be 
regarded as adverbs owing to their being colligated with verbs, 
and their having no syntax other than tmt canmonly associated 
\7i th the verb. 
He then turns his attention to indeclinable numerals. Despite 
their unchanging terminations which would suggest their belonging 
to the adverb group of forms, these numerals are nevertheless to be 
treated as nouns, since, if they were truly adverba, they would be 
used indis~riminately with any singular o~ plural form of the verb, 
whereas in reality these numerals are only found in a plural environment. 
Hence he deduces that they lack the proper adverbial relationship 
with the verb, although the important point here, surely, is the 
absence of any other noun in the ·nominative case. One may similarly 
observe .(De Adv. 553) that oeupo, 99 while clearly an adverb, assumes 
an apparently plural formation in Od. 8, 133, (oeu~e, ~CAoL), presumably, 
according to Dyscolus, after analogy With Mre' aye~€ 0 Again in 
De Adverbio 529, we may observe syntactical criteria overriding 
morphological considerations where Dyscolus turns his attention to 
the definition of the adverb in general terms. He terms it "an 
indeclinable part of speech, which is colligated with the moods of 
the verb, either wholly or partly, and Vli thout which the oo mplete 
, . . 
idea (oLa.voLa.) is not fully expressed." He states that case forms 
which do not possess some relationship with the noun but are colligated 
with reference to the verb assume adverbial syntax, which he details 
as including loss of declension as for example in ~axu n£PL~a.~etc. 
With a similar principle in mind, he states that where an 'adjective' 
qualifies not a noun but a verb, it becomes an adverb, observing that 
the adverb requires a verb to complete its sense (either factually or 
supplied) in the same w~ that the adjective requires a substantive. 
1.j.2. A. further blending of criteria, now syntactical with 
contextual, ~s to be seen in the discussion of &AA~Aoov (Synt. 11, 147) 
wherE3 the author observes that any·form such a.s '-"~6.~A~AOL, if found, 
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would be equivalent to ~A~ot &~~oC which he regards as syntactically 
unacceptable on the grounds of the two adjacent nominative forms. 
He then notes that &~~~~ouc differs from other reflexive forms in 
that it does not denote a passage of action (contextually), as is 
revealed by the variety of case endings (morphology) which are 
determined by the particular verb in question (syntax). In De Pro. 
41, the discussion of ~AAoc provides a further blending of criteria. 
In connection with the argument that ~~~o~ is to be treated as a 
noun and not as a pronoun, Dyscolus observes that, in addition to 
morphological and situational considerations, the genitive plural of 
pronouns can colligate with ouod c without the addition of the article' 
whereas the genitive of nouns requireD the article when so colliga;ted,-
and the latter case is true also of a~~oc, hence it is to be regarded 
as a noun. These same two words are also discussed on the basis of 
varied criteria in Syntax 1, 63, where Dyscolus observes that the 
article should be attached to ~A~oc where it refers to a complete 
whole out of which are to be distinguamed several component sub-
' u u ' ~' A' H 100 divisions, as e.g. OL aA~L EA~~vec, OL ue ~oAeLc. Where, on 
the other hand, a~AOC does not refer exclusively to a whole class, 
( 
, u 
there is no need for the addition of the article e.g. ahhouc u~pL~e, 
The application of similar criteria is seen in the 
omission of the article with a~A~AOUC, since the persons involved 
are thought of in the nominative and accusative cases in ~~A~Aouc. 
Sinee, furthermore, it w9uld be contrary to syntactic ppinciples to 
46 
have t~o articles in different cases referring to one noun, D,yscolus 
judges it better to have none, illustrating the priority being 
accorded to syntactical considerations on this occasion~(Synt.1, 70). 
Further criteria combination may be evidenced in the final 
survi"V.ng chapters of the book on the Conjunction and in Syntax 111 , 
127. In both these places, Dyscolus directs his discussion at a 
group of forms which are termed expletives (~ap~A~pw~a~Lx~). 
Earlier writers such as Thrax and ~rypho were prepared to regard 
' these farms as merely filling up a gap in the speech (xex~voc, De 
Conj. 515), while the Stoics were in favour of their being included 
in the conjunctive class on the grounds of their significances. 
By the use of formal arguments (e.g. interchange with other forms, 
the distributional properties of enclitics) and of contextual con-
siderations (e.g. the increase of ~x~A~~Lc through the particle in 
xaAwc ye, the force acquired in propositions through &AAa ~~v, the 
" strengthening of the disjunctive idea through~ ~oL),-(De Adv. 517ff.), 
Apollonius seeks to establish first of all that these forms have a 
claim to recognition as a part of speech in their own right, rather 
than merely as an unjustified incursion of phonetic syllables. 
He is of the opinion that the cause of uncertainty about their 
classification as parts of speech is that several forms can stand 
together with the same 101 force retained. He concludes that any 
detailed classification based upon their connotations is impossible 
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due to the variety of these latter. Yet it is clear at this 
stage that Dyscolus is all too vague on the question of "joining 
syntactically other parts of speech." According to our traditional 
Greek grammar, it is necessary to distinguish between (a) the true 
conjunction,(b) the indispensable connective, and (c) the grammatically 
empty connective which may indeed have a perfectly valid psychological 
connotation (as e.g. b~, apa), but does nothing more in fact than 
join otherwise unconnected sentences, and indeed can often be dis-
pensed ~th altogether. In such a case as this, one is prepared 
to accept the verdict of Forbes102 that 'the Alexandrians excelled 
more in the classification of forms than in the analysis of function 
by which alone syntactical rela tiona can be fully explained. 1 At 
the same time, ho~ever, one feels that much credit has been ~th-
held from Dyscolus by writers whose ignorance of his detailed 
writings is the mainspring of their criticism. 
A:n example of Dyscolus possibly being -influenced by the Greek 
liking for macro-micro-cosmic opposition may testify to contextual 
criteria being accorded priority over others. In the opening of 
De Conj. (482), the author discusses disjunctive (bL~U~~L~~) forms. 
Dyscolus here observes that, just as it is not possible to add the 
article to eve~ declinable form, so it is not possible to attach 
any conjunction to any sentence, the sense (~o b~AoU~Evov) 
de~ermining the exact types of conjunction permitted, i.e. what is 
acceptable and v1hat is not. The topic of disjunctive conjunctions 
provides an example of how Dyscolus could use syntactical and 
contextual criteria in very close combination. He feels that 
this particular group were rightly included under the. conjunctive 
group, since they do syntactically connect sentences, the term 
OL~eux~Lx~ being acquired from the manner in which this is achieved. 
He interprets the connotation of these forms as being that only one 
of a series of alternatives is possible in reality. Statements 
which are naturally disjunctive are said to be termed ~& ~~XO~€Y~ 
by the Stoics, i.e. those which cannot both be in existence at the 
same time, as opposed to ~a av~LX€L~€Y~ which are opposed by the 
introduction of a negative ( c LyOO, o~ c LyOO, cf. <p8e"('((!-1at. ~ ~ These 
disjunctive forms are to be carefully distinguished from what he 
terms subdisjunctive rorms (1t~p~L~uxnx~) '(De C.onj. 485) 1 in 
that whereas the former signify that one or other but only one can 
be factual, the latter denote that one or the other or both are 
possible (cf. pure copulative forms which automatically establish 
the possiHlity of all forms joined in this way). IDo Dyscolus, 
the actual fact of cuvM&ecEi~L is all important; provided th~t this 
. / 
is achieved, the order of the connectives rests merely upon their 
individual connotations (487). 
The interweaving of syntactical and contextual considerations 
may also be seen in connection with the form and origi~ ~f oL8~L 
and xcl.e8n. He believes (De Conj. sos)'that, in compounds, OL~ 
and xa~a never possess a causal sense (of. ota~pexw, xa~epxo~at), 
but this is only true ~hen they are attached by parathesis before 
an accusative as in ota Tpu~va •. "/ He therefore infers that the o~t 
in o dSn is not a conjunction but rather a declinable form in the 
accusative denoting causality (the nominative here being excluded 
since prepositions were not attached to this case by parathesis, and 
secondly since causal ota never governs any case except the accusative). 
The discussion of what he terms 'possessive pronominal forms' 
at Synt. 11 ,Hl3 provides an additional illustration of the combination 
of syntactical and contextual arguments. He observes that in 
statements containing a possessive form, the subject is either (1) a 
person or thing which is possessed; (2) a· perso.n who is the possessor, 
or (3) neither the possessor nor the possessed (he instances these 
C. II V , ' 0 ' II three possibilities as follows: o e~oc tnnoc ~pexet, ~ov e~ov aypov 
" ' l ' 0\ ' s:. ~ s:. ecxawa, ~OV g~OV ULOV €uLu~€Vo \7here the subject of the sentence 
is the person or thing which is possessed, the possessive pronouns 
can only be changed into the genitive of the simple, non-reflexive 
pronoun. However, he lists e!vat as creating an exception (~~au~ou 
et~t olxe~~c) arguing that it may be oolligated with a possessive 
pronoun and noun in such a way that the subject may be both the 
possessor and the person possessed. Contextuall3 speaking, the 
author suggests (Synt. f.!, 138) that while compound reflexive pronouns 
can be declined in any oblique case, the reason for theta being no 
nominative far these forms is that the Greeks denoted the source of 
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activity by the nominative case, the object of activity by the 
accusative (except, as he points out, with passive forms). Turning 
then to more syntactical matters, he adds that in s~aU~OV s~aLca 
the subject is denoted through the verb and there cannot be two 
nominatives(i.e. subjects) in any sentence containing one verb. 
Since the verb does not denote case, the object of activity must 
be denoted by the oblique cases of the pronoun, the reflexive form 
being used to denote that the agent and the recipient are one and 
the same person. Since the oblique cases of the simple pronoun denote 
a passage of action not to be found with the fef~exive form, and since 
such a connotation cannot be derived from the nominative case, it 
follows that the nominative of reflexive forms was never formed. 
The discussion of fva and g~pa in the book on the Conjunction 
(480) provides an example of syntax being used to clarify contextual 
ambiguities. The author is aware that rva ma,y be employed as a 
final and mao causal conjunction (this latter idea being discussed 
at greater detail in 3.1.1.). However, he maintains that when it 
is employed causally, it is colligated with past tenses of the verb, 
whereas when used in a final sense, it is colligated even with future 
tenses, although he does make the additional morphological point 
that e.g. in bee Yva (ut) ypaww, we are dealing.with the aorist 
subjunctive and not the future indicative as can be proved from 
verbs where the tm forms are not identical (e.g. A.Q.j.L[30.vELV)! 
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The final .seutbion of the first qhapter is concerned \"lith 
the lllanner in which Apollonius sets contextual argum~nt s ·against . 
pure~ morphological donsiderations. The manner in which Dyscolus 
does manipulate the various crite~ia provides examples from which 
to deduce their relative importance to him. It is a stated principle 
of his grammatical theory that no number of features held in common 
by two forms will automatically imply that the two forms are to be 
allocated to the same part of speech. This is seen in connect~on 
with the article and the pronoun (De Pro. 4B) whose common features· 
are listed by the author. These may be· summarised as (a) in syntactical 
terms, the substitution of the article for the pronoun in what he 
terms both protactic (as at Il. 1. 12) and hypotactic positions 
(Il. 21, 198); (b) the similarity of breathings in e.g. 8, o1r, oY103; 
(c) the lack of the vocative in the article and the comparable lack 
of this case in first and third person pronoun&. He then suggests 
at De Pro. 7C that l> and 'tou, although their forms agree with those 
of the article, must nevertheless be regarded as pronouns when they 
are used with pronominal connotations, an example of contextual 
considerations outweighing those of morphology. Further evi deno.e 
of this kind is not hard to find. On the basis of pronominal 
deixis, he ejects 'tLC from the pronominal class (De Pro. 33Jr), 
although he fails to make a clear distinction between the tTio forms 
of this word. He then rejects all morphological argume~ts to the 
contrary in affirming that, since 'tLC whet~er used interrogatively 
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or otherwise is always indefinite, it is incompatible with the deixis 
concept of the pronoun and must therefore be allocated to the sub-
stantival group. 104 
As has been mentioned above, Dyscolus believes that the article, 
when used with pronominal connotations, must be regarded as a pronoun 
(e.g. ~~~ o'gc), disregarding a~contrary claims of morphology. 
Turning then to the verb, he notes in Synt. 111, 29 that any claims 
of morphology must also be waved aside when he not only accepts 
, ' , ypa~v ~vLw~~v as containing an imperfect pa~iciple, but further 
believes that the form ypa~ELV must be regarded as the imperfect 
. ,, , J , , 
infinitive in such sequences as EX6Ec ypa~ELV ~oAAWVLOV cuvg~~· 
A further example, this time from De Adv. 597, occurs where Dyscolus 
suggests that the -6gv ending in adverbs, e.g. A€c~o6gv, normally 
indicates source of motion. ijowever, he is still prepared to 
accept the over-riding force of contextual arguments, and agree 
that there are forms in -6gy which retain the basic significance of 
the original root word (as with ~~e6Ev, which he regards as derived 
from Doric l~gu rather than Attic l~ou). Hence, he concludes that 
such forms are to be allocated to the same part of speech as the 
original case form, backing his theory that identity of form does 
not automatically lead to identity of word class. 
Two examples are found in close proximity in the first book 
of the Syntax to illustrate the combination of formal and contextual 
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argum~ta. Since he regards th~ .article as poasossing thc_~phoric 
quality (Synt. 1, 43), .ho can soo no :possibil~ty ( _1, 71J of _,its_.bo~. 
' I colligated ui th a uo~ such as & fL <f' o ~ e po 1 , the very nature . o:f' uhich, 
in Dyscolus• opinion, requires prior mention in its orm m~rite· 
~he second instance is one of' great importOJlce in early _Greek 
.,. 
gr~aticaJ. thought, namely the categorisation of' the particle w 
( 1 , 73f'f. ) • Trypho and other early uri ters hed apparently aooedcd to 
the then generally held vieu.that this particle uas in f'aot the 
vocative of the true article, their arguments being d.rarm from its 
form and from its function uhich was regarded by them as that of 
differentiatirlg between nominative and vocative in a.mbiauous e:m:l.J!).ples 
as at Od. 3, 375. As has been mentioned above under morphology(1.1.2.), 
Dyscolus argues to the contrar,y,regarding these alleged similarities 
no inconclusive, and he stresses rather that this particle does not 
adhere to the under~ing concept of the article nor does it denote 
th~ special quality of the article( ~.va~1To).~6ts ),this latter 
argument baing considered by Dyscolus to be of the greatest importance. 
Other points mentioned here are that.this particle is attached 
exclusively to the second person,being a vocative fo~, uhile the 
article ret~s ita a.?-lagitiDco \lith. tho third parson, oocl Dyscglus _ 
also ?dds(1, 83) that, uhereas the vocative form in no~ n~v~r has 
a :J_onger final syllable than its nominative f'<?rn, this principle is 
~ . 
inya+i~.if w is to be reGarded us the vocative of' the definite 
article. 
5l:-
Whims it is clear that D.yscolus finds considerable scope 
in combining the forces of contextual arguments with those of formal 
ones to add weight to a theory where necessary, it cannot be overlooked 
that where the two classes pull, as it were, in different directions, 
he inclines towards favouring the contextual appeal, suggesting that 
there is still a need for the re-assessment of the place of such 
criteria in the field of grammatical categorisation. As he hi_mself 
states, (Synt. !I. 49), the final appeal must be made to the force 
of reason (~ buva~Lc ~ou Aoyou) even when all syntactical considerations 
are beyond doubt. On the other hand, one must still bear in !hind 
the occasional illustration where a contrary view is upheld, as 
e.g. at Synt. III, 134, where PYscolus states that in a clause such 
as ~ypawa ~v in which the indicative verb loses its quality of gpLc~oc, 
it must nevertheless be still accepted as being indicative on the 
grounds of its being formally so. 105 Similarly, one notes, in 
accordance with the view of Robins106 • that where formal criteria 
imply a divergent categorisation., he inclines to favouring syntactical 
arMuments rather than those of morphology. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE 
1 See further discussion in Hjelmslev.:(194-7: 69-78) and Robins 
( 1965: ·4-8) "Reference to • • • phonological shape a in grammar 
is perfectly compatible with the prime consideration being 
given to the interrelations within the level iri determining 
the status of analytic elements". For a summary of the 
Transformationaliat view of the relationship of phonology. vr.i.th 
grammar, see N. Chomsky ( 1965b: 114-ff.), and for a criticism 
of Dyscolus' unjustified confusion of levels in this respect, 
see below 4-.4-.0. 
~ Referring to the lack of treatment of syntax. 
3 (1951: 42; see atso 1957: 102). 
4~~ R. Oamerer (1965: 168) s~ggests that the only modern critical 
exegetical work (i.e. A. Thi.erfelder (1935)) produces a very un-
favourable picture of the method and competence of Dysoolus. 
5 
Far a detailed list of works dealing with Apollonius, see below 
Bibliography 1 • 
Cf. Priscian XIV, 1, 1; XV, 3, 13; XVI, 1,1. For an assessment 
of the importance of Dysoolus' work for Priscian, see A. Luscher, 
De Priscianis Studiie Graecis, in Breslauer Philologische 
Abhandlungen Hft. 44-, 1887; of. also Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 111ff.); 
Hjelmslev (1935: 5) for similar tributes to the importance of 
Dyscolus' work; Bernhardy, 'iJissensohaftliche Syntax der G·riechisim 
56 
sprache. Berlin. 1829: 37 - 'none before Apollonius had tried 
to give a scientific basis to Greek syntax.' For a similar 
vien on the original thinking of D,ysoolus, see G. Frohne (1844:1ff. ). 
6 On the pre-Alexandrian school, see further Lersch (1838: pt. 1: 
55-68), and H. Steinthal (1863: 351ff.) ~ho ~ould not apply the 
term 'grammarian' to any writer earlier than the Alexandrian 
school. For a detailed list of these minor 'grammarians', see 
Egger-:. ( 1854: 11 ) • 
7 Jespersen (1922: 20ff.)- "The object of research (at Alexandria) 
being the interpretation of the old poets". A more acceptable 
vievr is that of Robins (e.g. 1951: 38) to the effect that there 
was a careful stu~ at the Alexandrian school for comparison with 
the language of Homer \7.i th a view to grammatical analysis. 
8 ·De Pro. 83B; Synt. II, 49; De Conj. 517. 
9 Egger· (1854: 46). 
10 Robins (1952: 290). cf. also (1951: 93) - "The terms and categories 
·:.to be employed can only be decided and justified on an ad hoc 
basis by reference to the particular language iri question." 
Cf. also (1966: 3). 
11 Cf. ventures esse, but note Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae, 1.7, 
where it is suggested that originally the -urum termination was 
invariable. 
u . u f " 12 He suggests, for example, LtJ-L rather than e:Lf-LL, a tar t1-1e:v; 
see Excerpta Gramm. ap Cramer, Anec. Oxon. IV, 346-356. 
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13 See f'urtl:ler F. H. ~olson,. Class. Quarterly, 1919, vol. 13: 24-36. 
14 Eor a brief discussion ot' ·references to dialect forms, see 
G. Frohne (1844: 11-13). 
15 For a complete list, v. sub Apollonios Dyskolos, Pauly Real-
Encycolpl!die der Altertumswissenschaft, Stuttgart, 1896, vol. 2: 
136. For a more detailed analysis, see ~gger (18~: 12ff.). 
16 Camerer (i965: 168) describes her study as being conce:l.'ned vlith 
a m•i ter >7hos e nork is extremely difficult and on VI hom but 
little work has been done. She suggests that the authentic 
ordering or· his works still lies in profound darkness, as does 
a substantial part qf his terminology. An attempt to rectify 
the existing order of the Syntax was made in 1852 hy L. Lange 
(see Bibliog. 1). 
17 (1961: 244ff.). 
18 Such an interpretation is felt to be valid in vie\·J of remarks 
in his works, (1951: 43); (1965: 190, 213, etc.). 
19 (1962: passim). 
20 (1935: 184). 
21 See furth6r Robins ( 1965: 41, 2 ), but comlv'.ro 1!0\.'DlD.rk' s reviou of' 
thio in jL 3,i~o.1. 1967:170. 
22 (1961: conclusions, p. 227ff.). 
23 See further Ogden, Richards and Lalinowski, 'The !.leaning of 
!.ieaning', 8th Edition, London, 1946: 296-337. Contrast 
J. R. Firth, C.iodes of ~ teanint;, Essays and Studies, 1951: 118) -
"The main concern of cl8scriptive linguistics is to make state-
ments of meaning." 
24 Cf. Firth (1957: 223); Rmbins (19G5: 183) and (1951: 43) in 
which latter passa5e he condemns Apollonius for his use of 
logical criteria • (N.B. Hoenigswald 1 s review of this work 
in Langua~e, 1957, vol. 29: 180-182). Cf. also Robins (1951: 
" " 92) - ".Any conception of language as expressing ideas is quite 
inadequate and misleading as the basis of grammar or any other 
part of linguistic analysis." A siwilar vier. is expressed 
by F. R. Palmer in 'Linguistic Hierarchy', Line:;ua, vol. 7, 1957, 
esp. 236. 
25 (1960: 33~ etc.). 
26 Greek Through Linguistics, Class. RevieiT, June 1963, vol. XIII, 
-
fasc. 2: 182. 
27 Cf. Aristotle, de Int. Chap. 1, uhere the author likens the 
relation of sounds to emotions ~~th that of signs to sounds, 
adding that there is a conventional relationship between 
feeling anc.;. speech. 
28 See below 1.4.2. 
29 (1951: 42, fn. 1) cf. Hockett, C.F., Language, 1961: 45ff. 
30 Apart from the unwarranted confusion of' the phonologi.cal and 
grammatical in Uyscolus' theorising, this suggestion that 
every unit has an individual structure of its ovm has an 
interesting pa:l.'allel in modern theory, see below 4.4.0. 
31 
59 
e.g. Robins (1959, passim). 2o D,rscolus, the solecism is 
primarily the product of formal rather than oonte;rlual · inaaouraoy, 
(so Synt. III~10 where he states that solecisms aris~·through 
errors 'ev ~ cuv~~eL ~wv Ae~ewv'). 
32 This forms an interesting appeal not only to syntax but rather 
to the speaker's SprachgefUhl (of. f!~ put foro~ in Thuo. I, 
118: ov~ec xaL ~po ~oU f!~ ~axe:!c 'Le:vaL EC. ~ouc ~OASf!OUCo 
One accepts that f!~ is used here merely because it feels better 
within the ~ou • • • 'L e: VaL context, or as Dy aeolus wuld say 
·~ucLxw~e:pov'~. For a aitioism of the appeal to Sprachgofdhl, 
see Robins (1965: 8/9). The Neuter Plural ~th the Singular 
Verb structure was explained by J. Schmidt (Die Pluralbildungen 
der Indo-Germanischen Neutra, 1889) as being a bor~owing of the 
feminine singular collectives into the neuter plural. Since, 
however, Hittite possesses no feminine, Sturtevant prefe~s to 
say 'neuter singular collectives' (Camp. Grammar of the Hittite 
Language, 2nd Edition, 1951, pp. 53, 81, 91ff.). 
33 See R~bins (1952.: 289ff. ). 
3~ Bekker (1816: 8~1, 2). 
35 Robins (1965:. 23~) suggests that the mistaken idea in antiquity 
that all sentences must contain a verb arose through a con-
fusion of the favouri~e sentence type with the suvposedly 
only admissible sentence type. See further on the noun and 
verb, 4..2.2. beiow. 
60 
36 (1935: 171). 
37 ~,;a.ye:ve:c<t€pa.v cf. Robins (1966: 5) - 11It is clear from the 
form in which ancient writers put their state~ents that they saw 
. . 
the histor,y of grammar as involving a ~ord class system that 
was progressively expanded through the creation of new classes 
from the subdivision of classes previously recognised in 
earlier systems. 11 
38 He is keen to stress for example (Synt. 1, 135) that, in b 
AOYLOC av6p~oc, it is the adjective that refers to the noun 
and not vice versa. 
39 P. B. R. Forbes, Oxford Classical Dictionary, v. sub. Apollonius. 
4-0 ( 1910, pt. 3: 131) - 11 The postposi tive form whose syntax does not 
require the same (structure) as that of the prepositive form 11 
·(here quoting Synt. I, 80). 
4-1 An interesting, though distant, parallel to this ma.Y be found 
in the account of the Proceedings of ·the· 8th International 
Congress of Linguists held at Oslo in 1957. On page 251 of 
this report, Ivanov quotes Gonda as having formal evidence for 
finding a conjunctive force in forms such as 0 1o (this form 
being here regarded as the form which underlies the relative 
in IE). This is however a viE>W not ·supported by writers 
such as N. E. Collinge. Cf. Adelaide Hahn (19~~ 111-130). 
4-2 See below 3.4.3. 
4-3 See below 3.2.1. and 3.4.3. 
44 Egger· (1854-: 182ff.) is not impressed with the manner in 
which Dyscolus handles the preposition, condemning hi.a tend,ency 
to go into detailed arguments without summing up his own views 
clear)Jr. and suggesting that there is too much- pre_pc~upati'~n 
with superficial distinctions rather than going to the root 
of matters. -
4-5 See belop 3.4-.3. regarding his confusion af syntax and ~ord 
formation in this connection. 
-4-6 Cf. Lyons (1966b:232) regarding the theory that all nouns are 
derivable from verbs. 
47 Lersch (1838; pt. 2: 130} quotes a footnote from Priscian XI, 
, 
p. 833: Apollonius summus auctor artis grammaticae, docena in 
prima libra de verba, immobilem figUrationis iuncturam mancre, 
' 
et separatim confirmans componi, 'to xa.'t"a.ypcl.<pw · xaiteypa.<povJ 
kntypcUpW·. eneypO.(j>OV 1 et his similia quaecunquo intUS habent 
declinatione~, hoc est, post p~aepositionem. 
48 His .proof for this theory is discussed below at 1.3.1. 
4-9 See below 3.4.3. 
50 Eine Laut- und FormenLehre der Herodotischen Sprachform. 
Heidelberg; 1962~ 161. 
51 ibid: 186·, fn. 97. 
52 Although this is not to say that he is generally uno.wa..re of 
. 
tho difference between syntactical and lexical. levels. 
53· Class. Revievt ( 1933), vol·. 4-7:- 112. 
' ' -, ~·. . 
· .. -. 
- . '~ .' 
, .. 
-54 · (19s1 :, 43}. 
55 Cf~-Bo~or (1816: 952): Prisoian XVI. 1. 
' .-
56- See further discussion below 2.3.1. 
57, He' is.-aware in syntactical terms that the essential differen~ 
_between pronouns in -6ev and adverbs with the same termination 
is that the former ~an be Used with any preposition governing 
the genitive case while the latter cannot, e.g. ~~ €1-leaev cf. 
Q~o Aic~oaev (See below 1.3.3. for discussion of prono~nal 
forms such as B!J.€6€\1 and their connotations). 
58 ·on the origin of this form and its place in Mycenaean Linguistics 
see G. P. Shipp, MYoenean and Homeric Greek, University of 
tlelbourne, 1961, reviewed by A. J. Beattie in Class. Review, 
1963, 179ff., with especial referaqce to the numerical 
connotation of this ending. Dys c olus regards it as only a 
singular form. Note Shipp's suggestion that in ~cenean it is 
nearly always instrumental or locative, while in Homer, it is 
instrumental or locative with a preposition. 
59 C:f'. Lersoh.(1838, pt. 2: 112ff.) regarding Dyscolus' treetment 
of the eight parts of speech set up by Aristarohus. 
60 Synt. II, 10; of. I, 43. 
61 But it must be accepted that anaphora, at least in its strictest 
-· sense; does not depend upon such an immediate reference. 
62 :_ traking a pointless note that the genitive and dative oases 
· ~o~uire. the article al\.'ays since, in the example of indeclinable 
·, -,_ 
63 
nouns, it would be impossible otherwise· to determine accurately 
their case. (Synt. I, 49). 
63 See further footnote 78 regarding this idea of cataphoric usage. 
64 See further below 4.5.0. for a discussion of the system of the 
listing of groups of forms in the writings of e.g. F. U. ·, 
Householder. 
65 The fact that one does not say ~cc aAAWV but rather ~cc ~wv 
UAAWV is regarded by Dyscolus as further evidence for rejecting 
the view that aAAeC is a pronoun. 
66 Note here how he regards the vocative case as being connected 
with only the second person. Cf. discussion below (1.2.2.) 
arising from Synt. III, ~: 2, regarding h.ei: vo c, a.~ ~o c , o~ ~o c • 
67 Cf. bipersonal forms with two sep~ated and distinctive 
personal categories involved in Swahili (nilimwona - I saw him) 
etc. See also examples quoted in H. P. Houghton, An Intro-
duction to the Basque Language, Leyden, 1961. 
68 Note how this idea suggests a kind of panmorphology, ia deliberate 
non-integration. 
69 See below 1.2.2., and especially footnote 93 regarding third 
person pronominal forms. 
70 ~ xp~cLc ~ou-~Cou. .Respect for the language of familiar 
conversation has lead C. C. Fr~es to use this as material for 
a new kind of grammar. See -his Stnucture of Engli~b, Univ. 
of 1'1ichigan. Note also the remarks of J. R. Firth in the 
Proceedings of the William Jones Bicentenary Conference, London, 
191~6: 30ff. Cf. below 2.1 .Q. 
.Gl:- .. 
71 He will, of course, accept the colligation of tho pos~positive 
article with a pronoun. Cf. belcw1, 3.3.1. 
72 Discussion of the colligation of av uith the future inc:'Q,cative 
may be found in the Class. Quarterly (1946: 1ff.) where A. C. 
Moorhouse concludes (p. 10) that on the whole this syntax is to 
be regarded as a colloquialism as far as post-Homeric writing 
is concerned. On the other hand, t1c:Oeod (CQ, 1956, 111) 
adds weight to the idea that it is an Attic usage, drawing 
this conclusion from his observations upon Lucian and the 
Solecist. Hulton (CQ, 1957: 139) suggests that we should 
_regard it as parallel to the use of av with the imperfect 
and aorist indicatives. It is regrettable that none of the 
above writers even makes reference to D,yscolus~ theory. 
73 Cf. his suggestions at Synt. III. 138 (mentioned below at 1.2.2.) 
that the force of final tv~, lav (i.e. uncertainty about the 
future) prevents their ever being colligated with past tenses. 
This view is, of course, untrue for rv~ (cf. Goodwin, 1889, 
paras. 316, 333). 
of ~-~ 
74 ~he whole question of Dysoolus' treatmentAand especially the 
point of potential conjunctions is treated at length by Camerer 
(1965). 
76 He backs up his arguments morphologically to obviate possible 
doubts v1here sigmatic aorist forms and futures might be confused. 
76 Gr84JliiiB.tici Graeci, pt. 2: 389. Cf. also J. Gonda, The Aopectual 
function of th~;~ Rig Vedic Present·and Aorist. t962. t!outon. 
0 .. 
The Hague. 
•1.·' 
77 Thia is probably untrue, hoPever. See further N. E. Collinge, 
Arohivum.Linguistioum, 1960: 95ff. For a detailed stu~ of 
the system ·or tenses and aspects in Greek, see further ll. S. 
Ruiperez, Estructura del sistema de aspectos y tiempos del 
verba griego antiquo. (Salalanca, 1954). The author here 
tries to find an overall correspondence between morphological 
and semantic categories. 
78 The term 'cataphoric' is here used in the sense developed by 
~.A. K. Halliday in 'The Linguistic Study of Literary Texts', 
Proceedings of the Ninth International Congress of Linguists, 
Cambridge, Lla.ss., pp. 302-7, esp. 304. 
79 · 'Arguments in favour of situational criteria may be evidenced 
in nineteenth century writings such as Ph. VJegen!)r, Untersuchungen 
ftper die Grundfragon des Sprachlebens, Halle, 1885, pp. 21ff. 
80 Stated more fully bolocr at 3.0. 
81 (1951: 48) - 11\le should not ·interject any fancy philosophical 
or psychological notions·of mind or soul into the dry and 
objective stateme~ts of one whose style may have.won him this 
' . 
cognomen of Dyscoaus precisely because it was so free from 
extraneous augmentation of any such metaphorical and metaphysical 
,, 
trappings. 
82 cr. Uhlig (1910:96): "ot<l6e:cr.c vooabulum usurpat Apollonius 
non ,solum de sti'J,tu activo, passivo, medio qui verborum genoribus 
signif;Lcantur; et (c1,1m ljrux.~oxf) coniunctum) do affectionibus 
G6 
loquentium quae modis verbi declarantur, sed etiam de temporibus 
verba denotatis~"See belou 2.4.3. and,in gcnerD.l, A.E.Ha.hn(1951). 
83 See below 3.4.3. 
84 (1951: 43). 
85 On this see further Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 129/9) and cf. 
Aristotle, Int. 1. 
86 Cf. Aristotl-e, Int. 4: "A statement is that about which we 
can meaning~ully ask is it true or false." 
87 Cf. the belief of many current writers that the subjunctive is 
of late origin and, indeed, uncertain in IE. Gonda (The 
Character of the IE·· moods, Wiesbaden, 1956, e.g. pp. 103ff.) 
goes so far as to state that the meaning of modal classes, 
especially the subjunctive in subordinate clauses, is to be 
assigned to sentence items other than the verb mood. 
88 In Synt. III, 19, he states that, due to their special 
connotations, ~ye can never be colligated with the optative 
nor eL6e with the imperative, etc. 
89 See further Adelaide Hahn (1951: 31). 
. . 
90 See below 3.1.1. regarding his incorrect treatment of 
at Synt. III,1'1 in this respect. 
91 Cf. Lyons ( 1963: 85) - "Both s_peaker and hearer are in the 
context." 
92 Dyscolus suggests at Synt. III, ~ that it is the idea of 
'personal presence' found in the ~ocative case that caused 
. -
writers on letter headings and inscriptions· to avoid e.g. 
•• ·l 
~LOYUCL€ xaCp€ in favour of the more unlimited.~LOYucC~ xaCp€LV, 
with which Dyscolus would understand some verb of 'bidCJ;i.ng', which 
in his opinion denotes the sense of commanding, the. particular 
connotation of the imperative. 
93 A detailed examination of individual pronouns is given in 
Beitrgge zur Lehre von Griechischen Pronomen aus Apollonius 
Dyskolus, Gustav Dronke, Rhein. Museum, 18S3, Vol. IX:. 107-118. 
In a recent doctoral thesis for the University of Princeton, 
19~, J. H. tiaguire (Studies in Greek Personal and Demonstrative 
Pronouns) suggests that differences between pronouns are more 
. 
in the nature of emphasis and vindness than in the degree of 
demonstrativity denoted. De Pro. 72B states that ~o~ and 
o~~oc indicate close proximity to the speaker, whereas ~X€LYoc 
supposes 'distance away' (&noc~~~a). tlaguire believes that 
~0€ shows the more vivid form of reference, looking at things 
from the point of vi~w of the speaker, while kxELYoc refers to 
items of interest in a reference area other than that whose 
centre is the s~eaker, and o~~oc contrasts with the other two 
in that it is essentially more objective, of .• Synt. III, 42;Je "'Pro_ 
251, 65A. 
94 Cf. Robins (1951: 59). It is difficult to see how, in view 
of Apollc;>nius.' m-itings in Synt. I, 73ff., de Pro. SB, 16B, etc., 
- .. . 'I' ·. . 
the above author can VIrite with regt:U-d to w: 11 Such words had 
.,. 
hitherto been treated uith th$ adverbs except for ~he Greek w 
which .was roca.rded 'Qy the Ale~ndrians as the vocative of the 
. . - • •.. ,·: .~_ : c ., - :1t 
definite artJ.:cle, o, '11-' ~o • ·on. RetiJn:i.us· PaJ.aemon, see furthe.r 
Charisius, Ars Grammatica, 2. 212. 
95 See further 1.3.3. below and cf. C. E. Bazell (1962: 134) 
where the point is made that such English phrases as 'tomorrorr', 
'next year', etc. do not occur with past tenses in English, 
and yet this phenomenon did not become (at least until recently) 
regarded as an affair of grammar. Gonda (see above fn. 87) 
would presumably express the opinion that, in exaec + participle 
-
or infinitive, the whole idea of 'past' (i.e. the imperfect 
form) is carried by exe€c while the verb-form merely co-occurs. 
96 Robins (1951: 94) affirms t~at the two classes of formal 
criteria cannot be considered separately, for morphological 
classes are only relevant to grammar as having particular 
syntactic functions. Cf. Hockett ( 1958: 177) - "The morphology-
syntax boundary is not always as clear as one would like to 
think." 
97 See Robins (1951: 43, fn. 5); cf. de Adv. ~. 
98 Cf. Halliday (1961: 261ff.) who suggests that, according to the 
direction of observation, the syntax of a unit of one rank is 
the morphology of a structure of another rank and viae versa. 
99 This form is discussed, with ·a judgement being pronounced 
against its adverbial origin, by A. J. Beattie, ~e Origin of 
Greek ~upo, TPS, 1949: 1-21. 
100 One m~ observe here an example of 'phoria' usage where 
Dyscolus notes that the article-is required with the partitive 
69 
ot o£ ~ap~apoL which ho compares with a non-partitive genitive 
J ~ . , # 
as in avep~wv axouw. 
... 
The author again suggests that i~ the 
former the underlying idea is to denote the complete whole which 
is subdivided. 
101 Cf. Pike "It is merely contrastive meaning that a morpheme 
lacks in a position of r~dundancy; it still retains its 
identificational meaning." (K. L. Pike, Language in relation 
to a unified theory of the structure of human behaviour. 
1954-, pt. 1: 99. 
102 Class. Review, 1933, vol.·47: 112. 
103 Quoted as an additional argument for rejecting ~ as part of 
the article. 
104 In the opening of De Adverbio, he compares the adverb coupled 
vdth the noun· with the article prefixed to a verb form and 
without an additional noun. He observes that the hypotactic 
article 1 Phen lacking a preceding noun, then becomes indefinite 
as in oc ~e6ueL ~ka~~e~aL since he maintains that it is eon-
u ~ , 
textually equivalent to eL ~Lc ~eeueL ~Aa~~e~aL. This view is 
repeated at Synt. IV, 6 to the effect that if the postpositive 
article is added to the indefinite ~Lc, the article itself 
becomes indefinite, which sense is completely contrary to the 
view expressed on the article in Synt. I, 43. 
- . 70 
105 Cf. Halliday (1961: 245) - "It follcms that, in description, 
formal ori teria are oruoial,-- taking precedence over contextual 
ori teria. " ; Cf. J. R. Firth (Syn<?PSis.of Linguistic Theory, 
Phil. Sao. Public., Oxford, 1953: .15), "References to,•non-verbal 
oonsti tuents of situations are ·admissible· in corroboration of 
formal i:inguiatio charaoteristics,· stated as criteria for 
IJ 
setting up ~ord classes. Contrast, however, De Pro. 85A: 
"o~ . " , ' , . I . , <pW~CLLC !J€1-LE:PLC'tCLL 'tCL 'tOV A.oyou IJ.~p11 1 _ CT)t-LCLL\.10~\.IOLC be:." 
1 06 See bo.l,ovr chap. IV, fn. 33. 
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CAT~GORIES ESTABLISHED BY DYSCOLUS 
'1'1 2.0. It is in no way int~ded in thi~ chapter even to attempt 
., -
to assess the importance of Dyscolus' theories in the development 
of the grammatical tradition.of the Western Uorld, nor can this 
essay claim to be a truly comprehensive statement of all that he 
wished to set up in terms of classes~ etc. on the basis of the 
criteria discussed above. For on both of these accounts, we are 
at once impeded by the small quantity of his writings that are still 
1 
extant. The most that can be safely undertaken is a discussion 
of the several categories that he does establish in the seven books 
still available to us, noting where relevant, any significant advance 
m&de by Dyscolus upon earlier writers, together with some account 
of the general principles of analysis that he avowedly seeks to 
follow in the course of his writings. 2 
Tihile it is a comparatively simple matter to place Dyscolus in 
the long line of major grammatical theorists, and at the same time, 
to trace in his works much of what is also found in the writings of 
others, it m~ well be, as Egger suggests, 3 that in reality he had 
barely any knowledge of his greatest predecessors' works. It is 
significant that, although living at Alexandria, probably in the 
time-of Antoninus, he never quotes Latin examples or prll.Jlciples, nor 
inde~d does he make reference to such well known authorities as 
~ionysius Thrax4 and .!r;i.st~le, .·the majority of hi-s references being 
I :• 
to · ~Uch ill-knQym V1Z'i tars as HB.bro · and Trypho, to~ether with occasional 
' ' -· ' . - . .,,. 
ref~re~~es t~,the Stoic' School~5-
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2.1.0. His liking for the analogist line of thought has been 
mentioned elsewhere6 and it i~this appro~ch that is utilised by ~ 
Dyscolus in solving (at least, for his own way of thinking) such 
uncertain#ties and queries as occur for example at Syn. 111, 36, 
where he states that since COL OY~L ayae~ is composed from three 
words all in the dative case, it folloVls by analogy that the sama 
is true of cu wv ayaOoc, his arsument being here to support the 
recognition of cu ·as a possible nominative form rather than purely 
vocative form, as suggested by writers of other works in ~scolus' 
day. At De Pro. 63A, in reply to the query regarding the reason 
for there being no full declension of ~ywye (i.e. why the accusative 
and genitive forms are wanting), he states that dialects are not 
usually arranged according to the laws of analogy; least of all 
Attic (~~oo1-1a:x.L c~Cl•). At Syntax 1, 60, he condemns the ~bought-
lessness of those Vlho accept the forms of ~rds as valid merely 
because they are in regular usage, and who are at the same time 
totally prepared to ignore the forces of tradition and analogy 
Just as tradition is invaluable in correct-
ing fault,y readings in the texts of old poets, in emending every-
day speech, and in forming an opinion about the usages of nouns in 
antiquity, so ~aeolus feels that his present enquiry into syntax 
will correct the various faults that one comes across in speech. 
It is in this sense that we may consider Dyscolus to have a 
tendency towards becoming a prescriptive grammarian, feeling his 
duty to lie in t~e field of speech pathology. 7 This tende~cy 
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towards ~rescriptivism is, however, sometimes carried perhaps a 
. al; 
little too far - he ~ radical, clear cut decisions8 whereas 
a closer examination might well have led to a somewhat modified 
conclusion, as for example where he allocates !x_~:;'Lvoc and o~tuoc 
to the pronominal class without hesitation on the grounds of their 
denoting a known person (De Pro. 10B, 77B) yet fails to rnreat the 
postpositive article accordingly, presumably since he wavers between 
what he considers to be its pronominal and conjunctive forces. 9 
He m~ also be said to follow a set of principles of constituent 
grammar based upon an analysis of distribution. At De Pro. 114B, 
he suggests tha. t sparsity of usage is a valid argument against 
general acceptance of a form, dealing here in particular with the 
dual forms vwe and ccp(j)e 10 for he regards the sources where these 
forms do occur as unworthy af serious consideration. Similarly, 
he writes at Synt~14, 156, that the majority rule will prove the 
incorrectness of the 'few' forms, both through comparison of the 
var,ying forms, and also when from general observation (tc~opCa), 
one condemns the l£?t~ A.eyo...,eva found in individual authors. On 
the other hhnd, he implies at De Pro. 27A that the mere fact that 
forms are not in current usage is by no means to be regarded as 
proof of the inability of these forms to exist. 11 He is therefore 
prepared to accept a vocative form such as ~c~€~epe, or Q'ApLc~apxeLe, 
despite the non-existence of these forms in the usage af his day, 
a fact of which he is well aware (see Synt. 111, 44). The effect 
,L 
of everyday speech 1s noted in De Adv. 535 where Dyscolus observes 
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that adverbs (and also 'adjectives' - !nL6e~Lxa) should regularly 
occupy a protactic position in their clause, and he suggests that 
their frequent po~tponement to hypotactic positions is in fact 
'hyperbaton', this rule being proved by general usage- lx ~~c 
,... • 12 6 6 noA.~~c xp~cewc. Furthermore, at De Adv. 1 , he notes a definite 
/ 
trend in everyday speech towards the muddling (oLacuYXuvouc~c) of 
the particular connotations of local adverbial forms capable of 
answering to 'ubi', 'quo' and 'unde' (e.g. npoceev). Yet he is 
nevertheless prepared to quote examples, presumably from the every-
day speech of his time, to support arguments else~here, as at De 
Pro~ 15A ·~ov ~~€·, De Pro. 25A ·~ o~~oc'. It is to be admitted, 
however, that the appeal to written language is far less common; 
there is the statement at De Conj. 508 that Trypho's theory that 
~ev yap coalesced into one ~tten form can never be accepte4 since 
they are never found written in that wtzy (napeLA~I4L€voc), and again 
At De Pro. 39A, he states that written evidence opposes (~a ~c 
.. ' • ) ' ~::• ' ... ~::• !:: yp~c av~exeL~o the formation of ~~euanoc from ~~eLc + uaneuov 
or ~ Oa.cpo c • 
2.1 .1. In fulfilling his tendency towards prescriptivism, Dyscolus 
does endeavour to establish more or less water-tight compartments 
especially with regard to formal categorisation, as for example, 
the various parts of speech. Although the grounds for categorisation 
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differ in certain details, Apollonius preserves the eight parts of 
speech, stated by Aristarchus and defined in greater detail by 
Dio~sius Thrax13, viz. Noun (~vo~a), Verb (p~~a), Participle (~~ox~), 
Article (apepov), Pronoun (&v~wvu~Ca), Preposition (~poeecLc), 
Adverb (e~Cpflll~a) and Conjunction (dvoe·c~oc). (These are here 
arranged in the hierarchichal order set up by Dyscolus in Synt. 1, 
13ff.). 14 In De Adv. 53¢, Apollonius refers to the noun and the 
verb as being of greater basic importance (ee~a~Lx~epa), the 
remainder referring in various ways to these tuo, the noun finally 
gaining priori~ of placing as will be shown in greater detail at 
4.2.2. Before emphasising thatno one part of speech was ever 
formulated solely to clarify any ambiguities that may arise in 
another, as e.g. the addition of the article to clarify uncertainties 
of gender in the noun (Synt. 1, 38), he states that another basis 
for categorisation (1, 36) is that some forms are solely colligated 
with nouns and verba (cu~~apak~~avo~evoL) i.e. the article, pr~­
posi tion, adverb, and conjunction, while the remaining pair (pronoun 
and participle) may be employed either in the above manner or 
alternatively in plaoe of nouns and verbs (&veu~a.yo~evo_L). Mention 
will be made below at 4.4.0. of his theory resembling 'bound/free' forms 
as a basis for distinguishing the noun, verb, pronoun and adverb from 
the preposition, article and conjunction, which latter group are 
unable to be used absolutely. 
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2.1.2. Since_Apollonius is concerned in the extant works with the 
properties of the various parts of speech and uith the discussion 
of certain parts of speech in greater detail, it is not surprising 
that one does come across an attempt to establish principles for 
general application in analysis, by means of which the classification 
of forms may be the more satisfactorily achieved. With regard to 
the principle of substitution of one form for another, Dyscolus 
feels, with certain reservations, that the mere fact of this being 
possible is not proof that two forms are arbitrarily to be allocated 
to the same part of apeech. 15 For example, at De Conj. 488, he 
rejects that suggestion that ~ and ou belong to the same part of 
speech merely because ou can be substituted for~ after a verb 
denoting preference. Furthermore, he stresses (De Pro. 6A) that 
the fact thattwo parts of speech do possess certain features in common 
is ~ill no valid reason for inferring that they must necessarily be 
ascribed to the same category (as e.g. the discussion at Pro. 5B, 
regarding similar features of articles and pronouns). There is an 
additional argument at De Adv. 538 to the effect that not even 
similarit,y of syntactical colligation implies automatically that 
two forms must be allocated to the same part of speech, as is 
evidenced ~hen he rejects xp~ and-&e! from the adverbial group 
dospi te the similarities which other wri tars felt to exist in terms 
of syntax betfleen these forms a.~a adverbs colligated with verbs. 
n· 
2. 1 • 3. He secondly seeks to establish two principles of analysis 
which are often found to be mutually contradictory, na,mely that the 
classification of a word is to be decided on the one hand fr-om its 
ending, while on the other hand the basic .ae.nse ( tto E)'rfX.oUj.LE:Vov) ,-is 
to be the determining factor. Support for the first criterion is 
found in Syntax l:f, 163, where Dyscolus suggests that this is to be 
the criterion in deciding the classification of com~ound fo~ms •. 
At De Pro. 81C, he suggests that if ~1-la.uttou is· to be ao~eptedas 
a pronoun, then a.~ttoc must be regarded similarly; -since it is 
. • I ' . 
from the ending that the classification is to be dete~mined (so 
also in general terms, De Pro. 36C, Synt. 11, 4). At De Pro. 39A, 
he ejects ~1-le:Oa.?toc from the pronominal class on th!) @lllnd.s of. its 
ending with a substantival termination. 16 On the othe~· ~and, ue 
firui an apparent contradiction of this at. De Pro. 85A where Dyscolus 
. -
avers that the declsion regarding the allocation of forms to par:ts 
of speech must be based not on the form but. on t:he underlying cQnnot-
ation of the word (tto C"1!-1a.~vo1-1evov) as for example, if the ·~r;· 
sense is present i~ ~~l~~~ as it is in ~L~6¢v, then ~j.Le6e:v must be 
regarded as an adverb, 'Nhereas if this sense is absent, ~1-1€6e:v 
is to be treated as pronominal with the genitival p~operty in the 
s~condary category of oaso (an example of concep~ual consi4erations 
outweighing those of morphology 17). This princ~ple is rei t_erated 
at Do Pro .• 34.A where he sp_eaks of tho underlying ,connotation of 't"LC 
making it abundantly obvious that that form is a noun and ·J:lot a 
pronoun (i.e. referring to indefinite rather than clearly defined 
individuals), and agairi. at De Conj. 482, where the wri tar states 
that disjunctive f,orrns, although apparently at variance with the 
basic idea of con-junction, must nevertheless be regarded as members 
of the class of conjunctions since they do in fact join sentences, 
which is the common quality (1:o xoLvov) of this group. 
2.2.0. Section Two of this chapter is concerned with what may 
loosely be termed the primary, secondary and tertiary categories 
set up by Dyscolus. The first of these divisions deals with the 
units of operation within the grammatical framework, and involves 
details regarding the use made by Dyscolus of' general terms such· as 
The eight parts of speech (secondary categories) 
will then be outlined in terms of what Dyscolus has to say of them 
individually (2.3.1), followed by an analysis of the subdivisions. 
of these where appropriate. Finally, in 2. 4. Q, 1 tertiary 1 
categories ~11 be discussed, this term here applying to the 
phenomena where a system cuts aoross a stru'cture and operates at 
a given place 
and number in 
within it, as for example, the categories of person 
18 the verb. (At Dyscolus 1 stage in the develop-
ment of linguistic theory, it is of no use \~rking with a system 
and a structure at a higher level ~h4n the above). In typological 
terms, a language such as Greek, in \'Jhich word order plays a 
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comparatively unimportant part-grammatically speaking, generally 
marks sYntactic relationships and sentence formations by the use 
of morphological categories, that are determined by the laws of 
government af forms and that are exhibited by words of different 
classes. With Greek grammarians also stressing overt agreement 
between inflected forms if one is to avoid solecisms (as discussed 
in the opening chapters of Book III of the Syntax), one may con-
veniently look for further classification at a level of greater 
delioacy19 under the traditional headings of case, gander, number, 
person, etc. Again, it is essential to bear in mind the paucity 
of our evidence regarding the detailed beliefs of Dyscolus. How 
much more one would be able to deduce if one knew precisely how 
much of Prisoian's writings are an exact reflection of Dyscolus' 
ideas. 
2.2.1. It is significant to observe the close resemcance between 
Dyscolus' terms and those retained by Prisoian. 20 The latter 
retain's Dysc-olUs 1 theory in accepting, against the general trend 
of'.inodern thpright, that no subdivision into meaningful units below 
the· level of the word is valid, ·except in the case of compound forma 
. . . 
(Priec;· n·, 3, 14-, o:C. Synt. III, 61 ). 
• '·' -- :' • l 
Since he could conceive of 
no~.gr~a.tictll ti.nit~lo\7er than the word (lower units t~ Dyscolus 
we~e _only ~;hat< we ·would term 'phonological'; see belo;: ·4·_4~0·), 
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~aeolus clearly has no concept of Phat ~e would term 'the morpheme•. 21 
With regard to compound forms, however, he i·a very conscious of the 
etymological difference between compound and original forms 
( 7ta.pa:yorra. as opposed to 7tpW't"o'!;U7ta. or co v6e:,;a. as opposed to &.7tA.a)·. 
For example, at De Conj. 480, he announces his intention to improve 
upon much earlier futile discussion and to distinguish carefully 
between cuv6e't0. and d.7tA.O.. He is also aware of examples of simple 
derivation, as, e.g. at Synt. 111, 174, he suggests that possessive 
nouns and pronouns are derived from the genitival case of original 
forms and hence are capable of denoting possession (as for example 
' . ) Ex,;ope:Loc , and he makes a lengthy morphological attempt to 
derive €x~'tL from &ex~ at De Conj. 499/500, quoting other examples 
in support of every phonetic change that is required by this piece 
22 
of etymology. On the all important question of deciding between 
root forms and terminations, Dyscolus begins but fails to complete 
his analysis, since he most probably did not possess the technical 
terminology with which to explain the relation of root to affix. 
He was, however, fully aware that terminations were not merely 
fortuitous and haphazard, although his detailed writings on this 
23 
subject are no longer extant. 
2.2.2. It is unfortunate that Dyscolus does-not adhere to any 
rigid rules regarding the use of terms with which to describe the 
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various levels of structure, i.e.sentence, clause and word. 
One may illustrate the uses first of the term A.oyoc as follows: 
(1) 'sense', as in Synt. 1, 2 where he speaks of the underlying 
connotation of each word being a part of the overall sense. This 
usage in Dyscolus' writing is almost compatible with (2) his 'unit' 
of 'sense' viz. the sentence as when he speaks of ~yw being placed 
at the beginning of a sentence (De Pro. 62A). This point is stressed 
by Camerer24 where she states that the term A.oyoc is to be interpreted 
not only as synonymous with Simple sentence (einfachen Satz) but also 
with complete sense (Sinnganzen), Apollonius coupling the adjective 
~6~o~eA.~c rdth A.oyoc in this connection (1.2). The same writer 
also compares this with the Stoic terms ' • c .. , , oux 0/JtA~ OJ;tw~a.~a.' and 
(3) A third meaning given to Aoyoc by Dyscolus 
is that of word in the sense of verbal utterance, as e.g. Synt. 11, 44 
'noteice~t ~ouc Aoyouc npoc ~tva.c'. (4) He frequently extends this 
usage to express what we would term "speech" as in 'parts of speech' 
(~a ~€p~ ~ou A.oyou) (of. Synt. 1, 60 where he speaks offaults 
occurring in speech •~a ~v A.o"(ll> OLa.necov'ta.', discussed above 2.1·~. 
In addition to a rarer use of Aoyoc as equivalent to ~vvoL~ in terms 
of the fundamental idea of a form, a fifth usage of this word can 
be evidenced from Synt. III, 156 and 178, where,after quoting one 
( ' ' ' syntactical structure, he states that the same principle o ~u'toc 
Xoyoc) applies equally to a second structure. Finally, there is 
the use of A.oyoc in the sense of Reason, as when at Synt. II; 49 
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he speaks of the forcd of reason asbeing the final criterion. 
The main use to which Dyscolus puts the term A.el;LCL. is that 
of his basic unit of analysis, i.e. the V'JOrd, a1=1 in Synt. I.4, where 
he speaks of two words duplicating the same meaning (A.el;sLc ~A.sov~oucL) 
fl I ~ ( f I C # • as e.g. e~w and sve~w c • A.el;Lc p~~a~Lx~ which is equivalent to 
• ) ~ 26 ~o P~!la • At a lower level of analysis, one finds cu'AA.a.f3aL being 
employed as the unit constituting the word, and finally he reaches 
his lowest unit, ~o c~oLxs!ov, which he regards as the smallest 
element of speech, the letter of the alphabet, although this latter 
element is only relevant in formal grammatical terms. There is 
an overal~ objective in the combined efforts of the above levels, 
1 1 ' , 27 name y that in a reasoned order they wi 1 produce ~o xa~a'AA.~A.ov. 
For just as comb~ations of letters produce syllables when arranged 
in this due order,so sense units are produced by the correct· 
combination of words. Similarly, he maintains (I,2) that,as the 
word is produced from the correct colligation of syllables, so 
complete sense is produced by the ordered cohesion of the connotations 
of individual words. 
In dealing with the eight parts of speech, Dyscolus does 
not make any distinctive advance upon the theories of earlier 
writers. One observes at once that the article and tho participle 
are still treated as separate groups, while the adjective and the 
inferjedtion remain hidden beneath the substantival and adverbial 
classes respectively. In general, Dyscolus follous the example 
of Thrax in def'ining the parts of speech mainly in terms of formal 
28 
criteria. Egger suggests that Dyscolus' ideas are probably 
fairly traditional but, before his exposition of them, lacked real 
precision and force. However; there develops a need, as Dyscolus 
realises, for the introduction of further criteria,. which he is 
capable of applying simultaneously as was shown above, 1.3.2. and 
For he finds it difficult to establish verbal categories 
without multiple criteria since parts of speech do not belong only 
to formal grammar. 
He is aware that certain features (~a n~peno~eva) apply in the 
case of several parts of speech29 (e.g. the noun denotes number, 
gender and case; the participle number, gender, case, tense and 
:30 
voice; the verb number, tense, person etc.) and it is these tertiary 
categories together with his ideas regarding "personal existence" 
(o~cC~), demonstrativity and anaphera, thatf,erm the basis of his 
theories. He considers that the noun possesses no relative nor 
demonstrative powers (De Pro. 39B) and that all the cases of the 
J 
noun (with the exception of the vocative)are to be regarded as 
belonging to the third person (30A). Accordingly he contrasts 
the noun and pronoun in that the latter may denote anaphora, the 
demonstrative relationship (oe~~Lc) and what he terms 'oucC~·, 
(this being rendered by Egger ·.31 as I la role personnel' ) • He 
feels that the concept of verbal activity or receptivity (i.e. active 
as·opposed to passive voice) stems from the 'state' (e€ctc) of the 
noun and it is this opposition of active to passive together ~ith 
modal distinction (otcl.eectc) that he regards as tc:~ particular 
characteristic of the verb (I, 16; De Adv. 537). In this respect 
Dyecolus echoes the idea of Thrax in regarding the verb as signifying 
'an activity or a being acted upon'. In addition to this, he also 
states that every verb denotes action (~pa~a) together with a 
person expressed in the nominative case (De Pro. 28B, cf. Synt. 1, 17). 
The dual relationship of the participle, morphologically with his 
substantival group and syntactically with the verb, caused Dyscolus 
no small amount of concern and uncertainty, especially since he 
realised that the participle belonged to the same basic schema as 
the verb (Synt. W, 45), and is capable of denoting both gender and 
action (De Adv. 532). 32 He is nevertheless not unaware (Synt. 111, 
26) of its failure to make distinctions of person and 'mood' (*UXLX~ 
B\1\IOLa) which he postulates as being an important function of the 
verb class. Apart from a few brief remarks such as the value of 
the parti~iple in omNiating the need for a conjunction to- join two 
verb forms, he has little to say regarding this form in the extant 
works, stating At :.Sl,ynt. 111, 190 that a more detailed discussion 
will be found _in fiepL !.1€'tOXliC • 
On the other hand, his general conception of the _pronoun is 
more readily accessible. His definition is stated at De Pro. 10A 
cs 
with almost unusual simplici~ of terminology: 'The-pronoun is a 
part ar speech which refers to definite persons (~pCc~evoc) ana 
carries case and number distinction, but lacks occasionally gender 
distinction.' He is not unduly perturbed by the obvious irregularity 
that is found in the declension of personal pronouns, feeling that 
these are individual roots (ee~a~a rota) to denote the various 
persons, numbers and cases. He does hocrever suggest in De Pro. 13A 
. -
that regular declension (~xoAoueCa), as found with exe!voc and au~oc, 
is coupled with distinction of gender. In contrast to the verb, 
he observes at 28A that the pronoun possesses the means of making 
personal distinction emphatically where required (&tac~oA~). 
Since he is also of the opinion (1.19) that pronouns were formed 
for the sake of the syntax of verbs (~vexa ~c ~wv ~~a~wv cuvo&ou). 
i.e. since nouns, according to Dyscolus, were not normally oolligated 
with the first or second person of verbs, it is not surprising that 
he suggests that pronouns possess the case quality of nouns together 
with the personal distinction of verbs. The particular character-
istics of the noun (including our adjectival group) such as quantity, 
quality, feeling, and any notion of indefiniteness are all rejected 
by D,yscolus as compatible with the pronoun, which he stresses always 
denotes clearly defined persons (Pro. ~~ of. Synt. 11, 2~) with 
the unfortunate result that he is convinced (De Pro~ 32A) that 
pronouns may only be substituted for proper nouns.33 
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Previous definitions of the article had stopped short at 
purely formal characteristics (so e.g. Dionysius Thrax), Dyscolus 
breaking new ground with his idea that one of its principal features 
is that of reference back to a known person or thing. 3~ Unfortunately, 
at the same time, Dyscolus persisted in binding together both the 
hypotactic form (~c, ~' ~) and the protactic form (b, ~' ~o) - two 
forms which were not effectively separated until the work of 
llaxim#us Planu~s in the fourteenth century A.D.35 In connection 
with the repetition of ~he article, Dyscolus states that where a 
noun is found at the beginning of a phrase, it is permissible for 
two articles to be found in the phrase whereas, if the pronoun occupies 
l ( ' ' i the prior position, only one artie e may be used as e.g. o ~a~p o 
J • ' J • • ) hi t i . exeLvou, cf. o exeL~ou ~a~p , proving s awareness tha pos t1on 
in a phrase can affect the selection af one rather than another form. 
·1He ·observes at Synt. 1, 39 that while no form was invented solely 
to clarify another, one form is frequently made more intelligible 
through its accompanying items. 36 He realises that the very names 
of preposition, adverb and subjunctive (~~O~aX~-Lx~) indicate an 
attempt to achieve a particular well-defined position within a 
structure, while the theory of enclisis (involving loss or change 
of accent) stresses for him the selective and formative power of 
37 position within the sentence. 
It is impossible to derive much from the extant writings 
regarding Dyscolus' opinions regarding the preposition since most 
fJ7 
of what is available in th~t connection deals with the manner in 
which prepositions are attached to other parts of speech (Syntax IV, 
1-60), i.e. either by synthesis or apposition (napaeecLc) - ho quotes 
cuvoLxoc as opposed to xa~a ~ov K~cL~v~a. However, he takes care 
at De Conj. 480 to stress the need to rejedt the Stoic view that the·; 
conjunction and preposition belong to the same class (dv6eq1oc; 
of. Diog. Laert. VII, 58). He stresses in this connection the 
principle that where one form can perform the function of two parts 
of speech the allocation must be made in accordance with the particular 
function being performed on each occasion. He quotes the example 
of tva being used as an adverb and conjunction, as also ~~pa, whose 
use as an adverb is noted at Il. 8, 66, and as a final conjunction 
at n. 1, 524. Since he believes that the preposition is later 
in origin than the farms to which it is attached (1. 26), he states 
at 1. 12 that it is the additional environment (i.e. a subsequent 
case) that determines the exact significance of the preposi~n, 
quoting as examples to prove his point the fact that OLG 'AnoAXoovCou 
is equivalent to y~wcxov~oc '~oAAWYLou, whereas OLG +accusative 
suggests that Apollonius ts in fact the cause (~o ~~~ov38 ). 
Regarding the other two indeclinable forms, the adverb and the 
conjunction, more detailed information is a~ailable. We do possess 
his general definition of the adverb (De Adv. 529) as an indeclinable 
~art of speech that modifies all or certain moods of the verb (Ae~Lc 
Since this notion of refere~ce to a verbal category can include 
verbs which require to be mentally supplied (De Adv. 531), Dysoolus 
maintains that the interjection (~~L~v~cLc) is to be retained 
within the adverb class. 39 He observes~ clear morphological 
parall~l between neuter adjectival forms·(~~L6e~Lxa) and many 
adverbd, and he therefore suggests that when an adjective no longer 
modifies (k~CxeL~aL De Adv. 530) a noun but rather a verb, then it 
\ 
becomes an adverb and assumes adverbial s.Ylltax which entails becoming 
indeclinable (~x~LcCa). He is careful to point out,however,that 
the latter fact does not imply that all adverbs can be employed in 
an,y context and he notes especially the example of adverbs with 
strong temporal connotations. 40 
D,yscolus suggests in the opening of the book on-the conjunction 
that other writers had dismissed this part of speech merely as a 
form which connects the train of thought with no particular significance 
of its own (480}. However, Dyscolus se.es in the conjunction the. 
ability to join together synta.ctically the parts of a sentence. 41 
Uhile the conjunction lacks the categories found with the major 
parts of speech, he nevertheless finds in the various members of 
this group an inherent force (ouva~Lc) as a result of uhioh he is 
. able to group them contextually under the six headin~s whioh survive. 
in _De Con~unctione (viz. Disjunctive, Subdisjunctive, Elective, 
Dubitative e.g. 6.pa., Ca.useJ.;.a.n:dExpletivo), out of the nineteen 
groups which were recorded by Priscian and are listed by Egger• 
(1854-: 209/10). 
Turning to subdivisions of certain of the above eight 
parts of speech, we may begin with the substantival group which 
is subdivided at Syrit. 11, 22 into 'proper' and 'common' nouns 
, , )42 
av6pWKoc, ITAa~wv • We may conveniently term these divisions 
as being made on the basis of significance (c~~acCa). On the one 
hand, there are 'proper' nouns (~a xupCa) of which he writes in 
De Pro. 134A that they always denote the particular characteristics 
of one individual, On the other hand, he sets up a group of common 
nouns (~a npoc~opLxa) which he aub~vides variously, 43 the most 
important group (termed ~a ~nL6s~Lxa) being defined in De Pro.32A 
as those forms which denote quantity or quality or some mental attitude, 
(~~LXO~~~a ~ no10~~~a ~ 0La6ECLV WUX~C), and which are attached to 
proper nouns. Lersch44 compares the view of Aristarchua that the 
noun indicates a body or thing expressed in general or special ways 
with·the position of the later Alexandrians who found in the noun 
not only the essence of the thing indicated but particularly a 
~.';eneraJ. 1 or 'specilll 1 qua.li ty, or a 'general' or 1 special' sign 
which that idea,fund~ental to the body,gives to it. At the same 
time, one may deduce from the writings of Apollonius the division 
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mentioned above (2.2.1.) and made according to the type of noun 
(xn~'eTooc) i.e. irlD original ~s opposed to compound forms. In 
the latter class (7tapaywya.) he places patronymics (7cn~pwvu!-lLxa), 
possessive nouns (x't'T)~Lxa e.g. (Ex~op£Loc) and degrees of comparison 
(cuyxpL~Lxa, U7tep8£~Lxa) as found with forms that we would term 
d . t. 4-S- H 1 . b a Jec 1ves. e sees a c ose connect1on etween the proper noun 
and the pronoun in that both denote well-defined persons (Pro. 32A) 
while on the other hand, he only retained the adjective within the 
substantival class, according to Egger·., 4-G on account of its semantic 
affinity with the common noun. 
~ith regard to the verb, he tends to make basically contextual 
divisions. There can be no doubt that he was aware of the difference 
in syntax created by such verbs as eTvnL, xa.A£!c8nL and 6vol-l~cea.L,4-? 
yet there is no apparent awareness of the formal distinction in 
general terms between subject c~o U7COX£~~-L£VOV) and predicate within 
the sentence. He attempts secondly to establish separate groups 
for verbs which govern different oases. First, he analyses those 
verbs which take an accusative case as having a common element, 
namely that the action passes directly from the subject to the object 
(a detailed- synopsis is :provided at 111. 159ff. ). There is also 
the hint of avtareness of the difference between transitive and 
intransitive foru1s, t"!hen he deals with the turhing of verbs from 
active to passive voice, a move which he finds impossible vlith 
certain verbs.48 His theory simply states the hierarchic nature 
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of the properties of elements, i.e. 111. 157 suggests that if any 
verb is not followed by an object in an oblique case, it-cannot· 
assume a passive form. The difference between the two groups is 
therefcre felt to be dependent upon the syntactic distinction between 
those verbs which may construct with a second noun under certain . 
conditions and those which may not do so. The group which govern 
the genitive case form a special class since they are treated as 
being mainly verbs of 'sensation' (a~ce~cLc), which, in Dyscolus' 
opinion, is generally a passive concept whereby the subjects them-
selves are affected. On the basis of this idea, he endaavours·to 
account (111. 172) for the obvious syntactic difference between 
~LAerv and !pav, feeling that the latter is more of a verb of 
passion in which the subject is affected by the object (npoc&La~CeeceaL). 
The dative group he summarises at 111. 177 as those which denote a 
sense of advantage (nepLnoC~cLc) and as such he endeavours to accoUnt 
for the indirect object found in e.g. ~yoo coL ~~v naioa (111. 183), 
the dative after verbs denoting service (unnpecCa) a~ those verbs 
which denote mutual inter-action such as ~axeceaL andneCeecaaL, in 
which the two parties involved play an equally influential .and 
effective role. 
In Dyscolus' view, pronouns (excluding possessive forms) may 
be subdivided first on the basis of their being either demonstrative 
" » I ) ( &e LX~Lx,;) or relative (av~opLlt,; • In his opinion, every pronoun 
represents a specified person with the- result that all indefinite 
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forms are automatically excluded from the pronominal class. 
At Synt. 1, 96, he suggests that pronouns do provide a means of 
distinguishing be~een undefined persons, and secondly that relative 
or anaphoric forms can only replace a noun that is colligated vith 
an article, the demonstrative farms being used in contexts where 
the speaker feels it undesirable to use a noun. Personal pronouns 
possess a sufficiently clear indication of deixis to be able to 
distinguish between genders in ambiguous cases without the need of 
~ accompanying article, and he also notes the ability of personal 
forms to supply emphatic usage (2BB). Still on a contextual level, 
he makes a further distinction (Synt. II, 146; of. De Pro. 85C) 
between pronominal forms in so far as simple pronouns (i.e. personal 
forms) allow far a passage of ·.action between the subject and the 
object (of. De Adv. 529) whereas compound (i.e. reflexive) farms 
denote no such passage of action but rather the retention of the 
action within the subject iaelf (aG~OROee~a) (with the observed 
exception of aAA~AOUC, Synt. 11, 148). 
Little need be said at this point (i.e. as to subdiv-ision) on 
. 49 
the five remaining parts of speech. Dyscolas' division of the 
article into pre- and post-po:iitive forms has bean mentioned' else-
where.(above 1.1.1 •. and 2.3.1.) while his failure to make a clear 
distinction betvreen. ·the so tuo types will be dis cussed below at 3·4·1 . 
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No attempt is imide in ·the extant v.rritings to set up any formal 
divisions·uith:i.ri the participial and prepositional groups (except 
. in'· S() f'U as he Pas ar;are of the effective contextual differences 
produced by varying ~yntactical colligations of prepositions, as 
·is. mentio~ed apove in fn. 38). Alention·has also been made above 
(2.~.1 .. ) of tho 'listing on a contextual basis of the conjunctive 
group,. and in addition to this, there is a hint of the ~wareness of 
the 'difference between subordinating and co-ordinating conjunctions~ 
Apollonius suggests (Synt. 111, 132, of. 111, 125) that.this is 
evidenced by the subjunctive mood (~~o~ax~Lx~) on the one hand, 
·which must al\7ays be introduced by a conjunction (this latter 
determining the particular connotation to be adopted by the verb 
form)5°, and ·on the other hand by the co-ordinating force, as far 
as case is concerned, found with conjunctive and disjunctive forms 
as in ,, ' ' illlol H syw xaL CU XaL SXSLVOCe 
In dealing with tertiary categories, it will be convenient 
to deal with the more widely found categories first, i.e. person, 
gende~, case and number, before proceeding to consider D,yscolus' 
ideas on those flhich apply exclusively to the verb and participle, 
i.e. tense, voice and mood. 
').·' 
.... ·~:· . 
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With regard to person (npocoonov), it would appear. from . 
the sparse evidence available to us:. 1 that Dyscolus .~ 1n· fav6~r .of 
. . . .. . .. , ... · ; . 
the retention of the traditional concept of three persone.~·. wnil:e. at 
the same time providi.ng a further example of his ].iking for ·hierarchical 
,.· . . .. 
ordering by suggesting (S;}rnt. 11, 170) that the first pe;rscm.·t8kes 
precedence over the other two. ~t De Pro. 22B, he rejects the 
simple idea that the first person is always 'the speaker'. ( 't'o ... 
&no~Lvo~evov) (cf. Synt. 1. 19) ana that the second person is merely 
the person ~addressed' (cf. Synt. 111, 113), since he believ·e~,.that 
the first person plural can reasonably include members of al,J, .. th~ee 
persons as he instances with the 1adhortative• 51 form n{~nw~ev which 
he feels rovers the whole range of persons. He also states at De 
Pro. 23A that the so-called first and second plural forms of the 
indicative can hardly be regarded as limited to their na.mes. 
Beyond that, one may notice a distinction made between the £irst 
two persons and the third, the former being well defined in terms of 
context, the latter being often so ill defined as to require a· more 
abundant supply of personal pronouns with which to establish indis-
putable personal reference (cf. Synt. 1. 17; De Pro. 29A, 40A where 
Dyscolus suggests that the nominatives (as fo~nd in verbs of the 
first or second person) are limited in their sphere of reference 
(~f>L~o~eVT}) while the third person is by its very nature 'unlimited', 
except where the verb denotes an action peculiar to itself such as 
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Personal pronouns may be colligated with 
all persons of the verb, but he is incorrect in adding that nouns 
may only be colligated with the third per: son of the verb, although 
-
he does make an exception in the case of verbs of calling or being. 
He further believes that change of person is denoted by the varying 
52 terminations of the verb, and this, which he terms 7tpocumov in 
De Pro. 22A, the link between pronoun and verb, indicates (i) OEL~Lc 
cw~a~Lx~ - the actual relationship of the speaker to the addressee; 
(ii) OLa6ecLc WUXLX~ - the 'adfectus animi' of the speaker, an idea 
which is qualified by ~chneide.r with the suggestion that this 
feature is always represented within the first person of tre verb,See f'n. 7~ 
He does not see, in the third person of the imperative, the same 
problem that baffled some of his fellow grammarians (according to 
Synt. 111, 112) namely that these forms should in fact belong to 
the second person since they imply a second person being required 
to pass on instructions to others (i.e. to third persons). He 
observes carefully here that, with second person imperative forms, 
it is the number of persons addressed by the speaker that causes a 
morphological change from singular to plural, whereas with third 
person forms in the imperative, the corresponding number change is 
only brought about according to the number• of people whom the speaker 
wishes to affect by his command, the number of the individuals who 
are being instructed to pass on the command being irrelevant to 
the morphological shape of the verb form. 
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Turning to the category of case (n~wcLc), Apollonius was faced 
with a heritage based mainly upon morphological categories, handed 
down by earlier grammarians such as Dionysius Thrax. The latter, 
according to Robins, 53 does no more in fact than list the five cases, 
adding designations drawn upon a semantic basis from the more obvious 
meanings of each form, whereas Hjelmslev~ regards the definitions 
of Dyscolus as representing 'the culminating point of the Greek 
school of thought'. The immediate problem,·honever, lay in the 
vocative whioh was regrettably ne.ver isolated from the other cases 
by the Alexandrian writers. Thrax naturally enough included it 
within his case system, acting upon morphological considerations. 55 
In general terms, the Greeks regarded the case construction as 
reflecting a relationship (oLa6ecLc) between subject, verb and object 
(De Adv. 529) and hence it becomes increasingly difficult to account 
far the.vocative in these terms. He is clearly ar1are of the problem 
when he WJ;"ites at De Pro. 67 B that the vocative is placed by itself 
and is separated off from the words that follow it. One unusual 
facet of Dyscolus' ideas with ~ regard to the vocative is found at 
Synt. 111, 64, where he states that the use of the vocative assumes 
the presence of the individuals addressed, on the basis oi' which he 
suggests that it >las rejected by the writers of epistolary inscriptions 
(cf. De Pro. 25A). 
As regards the other cases, it my v1ell be that we have an 
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example' of the Greeks' especial penchant for binary opposition.56 
~-this particular instance, binary opposition may be considered 
·as existing between the nominativ,e and the other cases, the former 
boingtermed ~pe~, the latter 'oblique' (~A~yc~~)~7 although he is at 
· pains ~o point out the basic idea ('£o~ov) of the noun is preserved throueh· 
out all its case forms (Synt. 1, 78), the use of the oblique cases 
depending upon the relation with the verb (of. Synt. IV, 13ff.). 
It is interesting to note in this connection the ideas put forward by 
Hjelmslev (ibid) to the effect that the Greeks felt a particularly 
close relationship between the cases of the noun and the voices of 
the verb. According to this writer, the nominative case and the 
active case are both accorded the title ~vepye~~ and ope~, while the 
passive voice and the oblique cases are both referred to as ~aeoc 
and ~A~yCa.t. It is difficult to trace this type of double usage in 
D,yscolus 1 .Tiriting, however, although he does state at Synt. 11, 142ff. 
and De Adv. 529 that action in verb forms is denoted through the 
nominative case, passing then to oblique cases, which in turn denote· 
~&soc, except where passive forms are concerned. Indeed, as 8Jelmslev 
suggests, one must be careful not to take this too far in terms of 
analogy, both on account of the middle voice (tJ.ec~) .(which Hjelmslev 
regards as a logical rather than purely linguistic category) and 
··also on accoun1; of the suspicious alignment of the passive voice with 
. -
the three oblique cases. An alignment of nominative and active as 
opposed to accusative and passive, as hinted by Dyscolus, would be 
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preferable; but in any case, the whole discussion was insufficiently 
clarified at the hands of the Greeks, and was notti:'eated a~equately 
'lintil the writing of Varro. 58 
One may summarise Dyscolus' opinions about the various cases 
as follows. . ( ' ') ~h~ aocusat1ve at~L~tx~ , nhich he believes to be 
the case most usually governed by transitive verbs, is seen as the 
case not so much of cause but rather of effect5~ (but of. Synt. 1. 12 
after preposi tiona). He accordingly limits the accusative as being 
passive or receptive. The dative (oonxTJ), on the other hand, was 
loosely connected with the idea of giving although he stresses in 
particular the idea of advantage (7te:pt7tO~~C-LC) mentioned above; GO , 
and which is vieued from the angle of the nouns involved rather 
than the verb, i.e. the redipient of the action (Synt. 111, 184). 
He writes incorrectly at 111. 174 that the genitive case is the 
sole case uhioh may denote possession, 61 since it is bound up_ 
ultimately with the idea of dominating. He also believes that the 
genitive ilf3 the case to be used when we do:'.not wish to denote any_ 
passage of action from the subject to the object as e.g. atceavo~a( cou. 
On the basis of the above, it is perhaps easier to appreciate why 
Hjelmslev concludes that the accusative is the most oblique of the 
. ; # 
oases, while the Beni tive and dative denote a ?ta6oc which approaches 
closely to the realm-o~ the nominative itQelf. 
On the category of gender (yEvoc) Dyscolus' extant writings 
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offer no new ideas except further evidence for the idea of binary 
pOles of opposition. For, in addition to suggesting at Synt. ·11, 23 
that the creation of different grammatical genders uas aimed at 
attaining a more accurate distinction betueen subjects, he speaks of 
the ne1,1t~r·L· gender (-to o~O€-tepov) as lying in between the masculine 
and fe~inine, but being independent of each (Synt. 1, 22: ,.;o ,.;ou,.;wv 
( ' ' ' ' ) SCo appeYLXOY xaL 6~AUXOY ' ' "i am:o(jl(llt L xo v A • 
Similarly, his writing on number offers little in advance of 
earlier theories. One may note De Pro. 109A where he states that 
it is acceptable to use a plural with reference to one object or 
person (~~·evLxou ~ettaAa~~avo~evov), since the plural number (b 
62 ?tA~6uv-&Lxoc) is naturally in~l\lll.&.i.V9' of one or more matters. 
However, to use a singular (-to eYLXov) or a dual (-to OULXOY) uith 
reference to plurality would be fooiish (he presumably here ignores 
the contextual ideas behind 'collective' nouns). He also d:>serves 
that the dual is as limited in its sphere of numb~ical reference as 
are the other cardinal numbers, 3, 4, 5, etc. 
Dyscolus recognised five moods (~yx~CceLc) of the verb, the 
infinitive, the indicative, the optative, the imperative and the 
subjunctive, which he deals m th individually in terms of their 
contextual meanings and syntactical colligations. Although he 
regards the infinitive (&nape~~a-&oc) as '-to ~vo~~ -.;ou p~~a-.;oc', he 
nevertheless sees no justification for its being excluded from the 
' .. 
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venb gro~J? despite. its failure to make distinction of person and 
modal characterl stic which, in addition to tense and voice, he 
. iaegarde .-~·£kbeing charac~eristic of the verb (Synt. 111, 55, 59f.; 
. ,_. . -. . :. ~-
:oe· Adv.'537). It is significant that, despite the inability of 
the infinitive to convey modal distinction, (i.e. it contains no 
's:.' f .D I I ) 
·,LuLX.T} CTJ!-LO.C~a., 01.. the wish expressed through the optative, etc. 
it is still CQ'-lllted as part of ·the-;,vorb. This idea of the moods 
of the verb denQ~ing wvxc.x.~c. oc.a.eecec.c is regarded by Lersch63 as 
founderin& o~ that very· difficulty on which philosophers have often 
founder~~ in ancient and modern times, that is, D.yscolus has no 
'idea how to free himself from the formal categories in which the 
Greek-language operates directly. He speaks, for example, at 
Synt. 111', 134. of the indicative being theuorigin: .of the subjunctive 
.and being then influenced. by conjunctions in such a way that it 
takes on the form of tba subjunctive. \Then forms 1 changed 1. from 
indicative to subjunctive, Dyscolus sees it as a morphological 
change whereby any penultimate short vouol in the indicative form 
was lengthened in the corresponding subjunctive tl6rm~ 
As ... a general principle, he believes (Synt. 111, 88) that the 
various moods of the verb derive their name from· the particular 
.. 
"'' · property d.enoteci through them (of. ,.;o &rjhOU!-LE vov, 111 , ·125). 
Si~ce :the ilidioative (opc. c,.;c.x.f}) is basically the rnood of statement 
of ·fact,:.}?.e f'e.els that it logically follows for it also to· assume 
c 
'the title .. of tbe. mood of negation (&nto~a.,.;c.nf}), this latter being 
_.· ·' ·: 
.. -'· 
101. 
achieved by the addition of the negative part~cle (~o a~o~a~LXOV 
~~Cp~~a) i.e. o~, for he sees this as the oppositi~n of fact v. 
denial, (111. 90) (~ ~axo~ev~ ~~ ~o~ceL xa~~cLc), and it is on 
the basis of this theory that he rejects the colligation of oG with 
all t . ' ' # 64 he other moods, preferr~ ~~ a~ayopeucLc. 
Turning to the optative mood·\dxnx~), we notic~ that he 
regards it as possessing an inherent sense of its own, connected 
with the idea of 'wishing' (e~x~), although he does not rule out 
the possibility of adding the optative particle (e.g. e!ee) with 
the optative verb forms. He compares this with the colligation 
of etee +indicative, which is-more easily justified on thegrounds 
of the mainly factual basis of the indicative. (etee + infinitive 
is at onoe rejected because of the lack of personal distinction.) 
He is firmly convinced that the automatic association of the 
optative forms purely \rlth future time is unwarranted, and he 
evidences such clauses as etee vevLx~xoL b ~ate. Egger· 65 suggests 
that Dyscolus is not really aware of the non-temporal differences 
between aorist and present forms in moods other than the indicative. 
However, it is significant to note that at Synt. 111, 110, he 
interprets ~OL~L as praying for present continuance while he feels 
that ~~caL~L would in fact be praying for the end of life. The 
same problem is regarded as existing with the imperative tenses 
since he is aware that one oan hardly order 'what is past' and 
yet 'past' imperative tenses are found. The hiQ.tt of the awareness 
of aspectual differences within verb forms has been mentioned above 
in detail at 1.2.2. and needs no further comment here. He does 
note one similari~ between the optative and imperative moods, namely 
that just as the optative force may be strengthened by the addition 
of eL6e, so the imperative property :(especially in forms which 
concur with those of the indicative mood) may be made clearer by 
the addition of ~y€. 
The idea of an adhortative mood (u~oee~Lx~) is summarised by 
Dyscolus at III, 111 as being the result of a confusion of two moods. 
This so-called adhortative form (by which he means e.g. ~euyw~ev) 
lacks the second and third person forms while the imperative, in his 
opinion, lacks first person forms; hence he concludes that there may 
well have been a confusion with the result that one mood supplies the 
deficiencies in another. He interprets this adhortative as the mood 
which avoids the direct issuing of commands, using rather a form of 
general exhortation which involves the first person (i.e. the speaker) 
in the command. 66 He is of the opinion also that those who claim 
that there is a first person form within the imperative are similarly 
confusing the imperative with the adhortative. According to Dyscolus 
we do not give orders to ourselves, but we can exhort each other as 
at Il. 2, 6 which form ~E~*aL ought to be changed, the writer says, 
into ~E~*w, giving a singular form which developed into a plural. 
There is no need for a second person form in the adha±ative mood, 
since there all other persons are encompassed within the first person 
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form. He even goes so far as·•.to state that A.eyoo!lev and A.e"(E'te 
must belong to different moods on the basis of analogy, since in 
all moods, first and second person plural forms have the same 
penultimate vowel length. (Syntax Ill:, 110). 
We possess a general summary of his vieu on the subjunctive 
mood (~no'taX't'Lx~) preserved at Synt. III, 123f., stressing the 
need of this mood for an introductory canjmnction: ••• 'taU~~ cuvLc'taceaL 
ao~v et !l~ uno'tayeC~ 't'OLC npoxeL!l€\.IOLC CUVOEC!lOLC elp~'taL uno'taX't'LX~. 67 
There was at the time of Dyscolus 1 writing a certain amount~ of con-
fusion regarding the :~nming of this mood, Dyscolus mentioning other 
writers who, on the grounds of uncertainty (OLC't~oc) implied in 
, \ .. . . 
e.g. eav ypa~, preferred to term this mood OLc'tax't'LX~. Apollonius 1 
reply to this argument is that in itself the subjunctive possesses 
no such element of uncertainty, this being here supplied by the oon-
junction. He suggests further (probably somewhat sarcastically) that if 
we are to name all the moods by virtue of the connotations which they 
receive from their introductory conjunction, then clearly ~ypa<pe\.1 
(in el eypa<pev) must no longer be regarded a~ indicative. The. 
problem of the subjunctive is that, whereas the other moods possess 
their own connotations independent of any conjunction, this is not 
so with the subjunctive. Since therefore he feels that the subjunctive 
is incapable of standing on its own, he t~rms it u~o'taX't'LX~ (Synt. III, 
132), believing that the connotation of the subjunctive forms is 
' ~ 
determined by the force of the conjunction ( ~ynt • III, 92). 
"'"'r, 
- . 
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Of the three verbal tertiary categories, little·definite is sa~d 
by Dyscolus in the extant writings regarding tense (xpovoc). The 
. main contrast for the Greeks was that between present time and past 
time (tvec~wc of. ~a~~~~evoc), Dysoolus himself clinging very much 
to the ideas of the Stoics according to Lersch. Hence, he states in 
the opening of Syntax III that the perfect tense indicates notm much 
68 past completion as present perfection. At two fairly adjacent 
points in Syntax III, he uses, to describe the perfect tense, first 
, ' ' J,.. , I' , 
xpovoc xa~a ~ov evec~~a ~apa~e~vo~voc, and s~condly evec~wc ~apa~eLvo-
. ~1 ~evoc (whioh Lersch suggests reveals thel influe.:Qce of the Stoic 
!vec~wc ~apa~a~Lxoc). 69 
~ present tense is regarded as a basis for comparison with 
the other tenses (Synt. I, 13, of. W, 21); he suggests that, just as 
.· -
the .oblique oases of the noun take their place after the nominative, 
s~ the tenses of tho verb do so after the present. The present, 
along V1i th the perfect, is regarded as being concerned with what is 
•· factual; the aorist, imperfect and pluperfect being considered ~ 
denoting what has partly happened or is already long past (Synt. III, 21). 
He further believes (I, 114) that the present and past tenses of the 
indicative are cle~;U"ly defined (e~o~t..a) while the future generally 
acquires an indefinite sense. 
. '· 
Since he feels that this latter sense 
i::Colose to the connotation of imperatives in a connotation such as 
--.• 
iuqjoi'at:Lve possesses· an element of futurity ( ~ou ~'Af..ov~oc) and 
. •' .... ·- . ·_ . -
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that the real difference between the two forms is modal rather than 
temporal (OLTJ'X.h.a.xoc 'tll eyxXCce:L); 
Turning to the question of voice (6L&6e:cLc), we are fortunate 
in having at least a summary of Dyscolus' ideas preserved in Synt. 
III, 147ff. He first observes that not even the infinitive lacks 
voice - it is a necessity for all moods of the verb, and he discusses 
at length the relation of act-ive to passive forms. Mention has 
been made elsewhere of his ideas regarding transitivity and intransitivity 
in verbs (2.3.2. and 4.2.t) and little need be added here. It is 
the transference of action from subject to object which is the pre-
requisite for a verb to be changed from active to passive, and he 
stresses at Synt. III, 156 that normal transitive verbs such as 
&vay~vwcwoo, if th~ are used intransitively, i.e. without an object, 
cannot in that latter context be changed into the passive. On the 
other hand, he is aware that verbs such as 1tvew and ~~ which denote 
no such transfer of activity, require no passive; similarly, if the 
active form of adverb denotes suffering (7t~6oc), then clearly no 
passive form is called for (as e.g. with X07tLw). 70 
He says regrettably little regarding the middle voice (~ecT]), 
beyond referring to it as the cuve:~7t'tWCLC of the active and passive 
voices, suggesti~g that the middle is capable of expressing ideas 
that are attributable to either of these. For example, he feels 
' ~ . 1 d t ,.., ~ that s~oLTJCa~TJ"' is a bas~cal y active concept, as oppose o e:~ouc~TJV 
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which he maintains is more passive. It is difficult to uDaerstand, 
however, in this light, a note which he makes at Synt. III, ~ to 
the effect that the middle lies in betiTeen the active and passive 
voices and has no direct contact with either of them (~e~~u ~ou~wv, 
o~ npocxwpouca o~oe~:p~), unless this is meant again to imply binary 
poles (active and passive) and was mentioned above in connection 
with the three genders (2.~1.). 
The use of the term OLG6ecLc and in particular OLG6ecLc 
WOXLX~ has given rise to considerable uncertainty amongst recent. 
editors. While it has been stated above that OLG6ecLc is the term 
71 
used by Dyscolus to denote voice in the verb, one cannot ignore 
its use at e.g. Synt. I, 114 in the phrase ·~ OLG6ecLc ~ou ~eAhov~oc' 
(in the sense of future time), and similar expressions such as 
e~x~LX~ OLa6ecLc, together with the statement at De Adv. 537 that 
every feeling (~~ago) arises from some OLa6ecLc, and that this 
OLcLaecLc is a characteristic of the verb. An even greater problem 
has been posed by OL&6ecLc when coupled with the adjective o/UXLX~, 
rendered by Skrzeczka in his writings as 'die Affektion der Seele~. 
For Uhlig,72 OLa6ecLc means (i) case government by the verb, as at 
De Pro. 27B and De Adv. 529, referring to tho use of oblique cases; 
(ii) mental attitude, as conveyed by the mood of the verb (Uodaldiathese). 
in which connection, Uhlig believes the adjective \l~OXLX~ must be 
1.07 
attached to OLa6€cLc, and secondly that this connotation does hot 
belong to the infinitive mood. (iii) other verbal categories such 
as tense and aspect, as mentioned above with regard to the future. 
Schneider7iad the same basic groups, but he is harassed by the theory 
that ota6ec L c 1jroxtx~ must be attached. to the first person1 ( ibid. .. ). 
One feels more inclined, however, to accept the vier/ of Adelaide 
Hahn ?4 that, bearing in mind the above connotations, together uith 
the regular usage in the sense of voice (e.g. otaeeoc ?t0.6T)'tLX~ 
De Adv. 529), one must infer that otaSecLc on its own mean~ very 
little, the exact connotation depending on the form attached to it 
This idea of otaeecLc being equivalent 
to some general term such as 'element' w.ould be borne out by the· 
difference betl.1een optative mood (eux-tt1t~ ~Y1tALCLc) and optative 
distinction (eux~Lx~ otaaectc) in Synt. III, 95. On the more .· 
complicated question of the connotation of ota8ectc VUXLX~, Hahn 
believes that, where this term is used of the verb, it is al\'Jays 
completely parallel to number and person (as e.g. with regard to the 
infinitive mood, at Synt. III, 59ff.). Hence she opposes strongly 
the idea of any interpretation based upon 'mental qualities' or 
'attitudes of so~', choosing rather to retain Priscian's idea of 
'discretio personarum et modorum'. Neverthel~ss, there is still to 
be acco~ted for the statement by D,yseolus (De.Pro. 32B) that 
'adje~tives' (~?tL6€n·1ta) may denote 6tcias:Q&c wuxtx~ and (at De Pro. 22A) 
that person in the verb (?tpoc~ov) also indicates the same property. 
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO 
1 See above 0. for details of these. 
2 ·In order to produce as comprehensive a statement as possible, 
some re-iteration of points made with reference to the different 
analytical criteria in chapter 1 will be inevitable but restricted 
to a minimum. 
3 (185~: 49). 
4 It is significant that he only makes reference to D~onysius 'lbrax 
at De Pro. 4B, where he observes that Apollodorus the Athenian 
and Dionysius Thrax termed pronouns 'deictic articles'. 
5 otarito.C-toO.c, e.g. De Conj. 479,, uhere Dysoolus announces his 
intention not to be entirely contrary to the Stoic line of 
thinking ax-roc 'tT)c 'tWV C'tWLXWV 66~T)C) J and he suggests ~that it 
is valuable in a task such as his to extract what is useful from 
all sources. For a detailed list of the writers quoted by 
Dyacolus, see also Schneider (1910: 284ff.). 
6 0., 4.0. and 4.1. cf. Albin Leaky, Gesohiohte der Griechisohen 
Lit~tatur, Engl• Transl. 1966: 889: 'He (Apollonius) did not 
blaze new tra:i.ls; he alr1ays takes his starting point from the 
parts of speech and proves to be a pedantic analogist. t For 
a contrary vie\7 on Dyscolus 'blazing neu trails', cf. Adelaide 
Hahn (1951: 4.8); and on the importance of the analysis by parts 
of speech, of. Robins , ( 1'9~6_:_ 5ff'. )• .See turther below £::n. 75. 
'109 
7 It is ~orth~hile to note here the slight return in some con-
temporary thinking towards prescriptivism, evidenced, for example, 
in Lyons (1965: 16ff. ). 
8 Egger, (1854:: 114-) - 11les decisions tranchantes 11 • Similarly, 
over hasty \}udgement is evidenced beloo at 3.1 .1. in connection 
with the colligation of o~ with the optative mood. 
9 of. above 1~1.1. and below 3.4-.1. 
10 These dual forms are discussed, uith special reference to 
Dyacolus' treatment, in Thierfelder ( 1935:. 31-5). 
11 of. here the point made below at 3.4-.1. regard:izig Synt. !II, 4-7 
to the effect that l~oc is used as a vocative form instead of the 
expected l~€ at e.g. Od. 19, 4-06, merely to avoid confu~ion; 
o~ also the discussion on frequency an~ grammaticalness, arising 
from Transfortt!a tional Theory, towards the end of 'Transformational 
Grammar: Form and Theory', U. 0. Dingwall~ Lingua, 1963, vol., 12: 
233-275; also R. QW.rk, Aooeptabili ty in La.ngUa.ge (Proc~edings 
, of the frniversity of- Newcastle upon Tyne" Phil. Soc., vol. 1, No. 7, 
1966: esp. 82). Conversely, one notes the idea at Synt. III, 916 
on the impossibility of there being e.g~· a passive form of 7t'Xou-&w, 
a feminine form of O.pc1JY'i and again, the statement at De. P:ro. 
26C that reason does not require the formation of vocative forms 
from the second person plural possessive forms (~~~e-&epe, ~~E-&epoL) 
and hence they are not found. 
12 of. Lersch (1838, pt. 1: 76) who, in writing of Apollonius, states 
110. 
11r1ir finden dass sich 'l:PL~,; und A.oyoc (O.va.A.oyCa.) engegengesetzt 
sind" (We find that regular usage and reason are opposed to each 
other). Cf. Syntax II, 49, where Dyscolus sUggests that we 
should accept examples from everyday speech (~x 'l:~C xoCv~c 
cppcicewc), from the accurate writings of historians, and especially 
from the force of reason (1:0 !-LEL~0\1 ex OUY~EWC. 'l:~C 'l:OU A.oyou). 
13 See Steinthal {18~, pt. 2: 210/1). 
14 of. Egger·,· (1854: 245) t1ho is of the opinion that Dyscolus 
would have been better advised to have endeavoured to establish 
more general principles, rather than tending to make a:Dmparsion 
between individual words. On the priority allocation of the 
noun and verb, of. A. Ueillet, Linguistique historique et 
gen~rale. Paris. 1926, vol. 1: 175. 
15 But see further examples and discussion bolow at 4.5.0. 
16 Soe above 1.1.2. for a further example rdth reference to 
morphological criteria. 
17 Soe further above 1.3.3., and observe also the note at De Pro. 
84A to the effect that a derived form, although retaining the 
same ending as its original, need not necessarily bo allocated 
to· the same part of speech, and similarly, a derived form which 
does not retain the same ending as its original form need not 
automatical~ be allocated to a different part of speeeh. 
Cf. below 2.3.1. regarding !va. and ocppa., and also Robins (1965: 
258). 
16 See fu.v the" "Robins ( 19 53~ IOO,fn. 2.) • 
19 For this term, see Halliday ( 1961: 272f'f. ). 
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29 Set out in detail in Robins (1951: 65ff.). 
21 So also Robins (1959b: 119ff.): 11 It is certainly a weakness of 
the classical grammarians that they barely recognised any 
grammatical unit below thq level of the word and certainly never 
set out with any rigour the establishment of the morphemes of 
the language. 11 
22 For a detailed diScussion of sx~~L and &Ex~~L, see further 
Thierfelder (1935: 75ff.). 
23 So· Egger·~ ( 18.54-: 305). 
24 ( 1965: 171 ) • 
25 Cf. Diog. Laert. Vitae Philosophorum, VII. 63. 
26 For a general discussion of 'Dyscolua' unfortunate mingling of 
-
grammatical and phonological ·-levels, see further below 4.4.0. 
27 On this term, see further Camerer (1965: 169). 
28 (1854: 70/1). 
29 Such definitions as are available to us show that Dysoolus 
formulated his definitions mainly in what Lyons (1966b: 217) 
calls 'Inflexional terms'. See the foilowing footnote for an 
example. 
30 So the Scholiast on Dionysius Thrax (Bekker, 181~: 882): 
?ta.paiQ.{3wiJ€v ~0. vuv xa.t ~ov '&ltoA.A.wvCou gpov ~v~eA.wc ex.ov~ta.• 
;> I •~•o•s h~ f-1Spoc A.OyoU ~\l/\f-1E:~O.CX.~f-10.~LCf-10~C tha.<pDpwv x.povwv Oe:X~LXOV 
J I " / , • J " ' u f-1€ ~ e: VE: pys L O.C ~ ?t0.6ou C, ?tpo CW'TCW\1 'tE: XO.L a.p L 6f-1WV ?tpo,;a.,;c. XOV O'tE: 
v lta.t -t?Lc ,;T]c- ljlux.~c · th d~e cs c. c o~A.o r. 
~12 
31 (1854-:: 114) 
32 See further 3.4-.3., especially fn. 30. 
33 On this point, cf. Robins (1951: 66) where the incorrectness of 
D,ysoolus' theory, repeated by Priscian, XII. 1.1., is well stressed. 
34- cr. De Pro. 6C:: 1 11:Ci.ca. &.va.<popO. yvwcewc 11:pou<peC'tWCT]C lc'tL CT]!-LO.V'tLX~' 
35 
-
emphasising the impo~tance of previous mention. Contrast the 
Stoic theo~ that the definite article (and relative pronoun) 
were ~papa. &.opLC'tWOTJ, a theo~ clearly contr~ to D,y~colus' 
concept of anaphora. (See further Dion. Halic. de Comp. Verb., 2). 
See further discussion below 3.4-.1. It is interesting to note 
how little D,ys colus has to say with regard to the relative pronoun 
form, this failure being one of the probable results of his 
inability to escape from traditional ideas. 
36 Cf. Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 111f.) where this author quotes D,yscolus 
as speaking against those who are of the opinion that an independent 
part of speech cannot serve as a merely approximate explanation 
of another. 
37 The question of order being natural or enforced remained a problem 
for tho early grammatical theorists, of. Cicero, Inst. Or. VII, 24-, 
and Quintilian, IX, 4. 
38 Cf~ Uhlig (1910t 14): 'eorum vis definitur eis vocibus quibusoum 
ooniunota sunt.' Surely Liddell-Scott-Jones are misleading here 
in stating that cucCTJ!-LO.Lvw (whose absolute use here is quoted by 
them, v. sub. cucCTJ!-LO.Lvw) means to derive one's meaning from 
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.. ; ' 
·
1 Context' • Qn the difference betueen environment and context, 
see Lyons ( 1963:. 25). 
39 See above 1.2.2~ 
40 See above 1.2.2. and also fn. 95• 
41 See discussion irt Robins (1951: 43): of. Synt. I, 10 where 
~yscolus emphasises that the absence of a ronjunction can break 
up the desired unity mthin sentence structures. One must gear 
tn mind in this connection that cU voe: Cf..LOC means tO Dys 00 lus a 
far wider range of forms than 'conjunction" does to th·e modern 
grammarian. Hence, D,yscolus includes as conjunctions all the 
expletive forms such as of), O.pa. together with forms suob a~ O.v. 
On this latter form, as a potential conjunction, see further 
-
R. Camerer (1965: 180). 
42 C"f. Diog. Laert. VII, 57, who makes a semantically based dis.-
tinction.betwoen proper nouns denoting individual qualities 
(LOLa.) and the common noun denoting 'common' qualities (xoLVTJ 
See further Bekko~ (1816~ 842). 
43 For a aetailed list of these subdivisions, see further Lersch 
(1838; pt. 2: 115-123). 
44 (1838, pt. 2~ 113ff.). 
45 Lyons (1966b: ·216) observes that from Alexandrian ti~es it has 
been customary to group the noun and adjective together - the 
distinction of nomen substantivum and nomen adjectivum as 
'• .,. ' 
separate parts of speech being a· medieval development. Cf. V.Brondal 
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Les Parties du Discours, Copenhagen, 1948: 25, and J. ~7ackernagel, 
Vorlesungen Uber Syntax, Basle, 1920: 22-3. 
46 (1854: 87). 
47 See further discussion below at 4.5.0. Cf. also J. Lyons (1966b: 
221) \mo discusses verbs classified as either 1 stative 1 or 1 action 1 , 
according to whether they denote a state or an activity. 
48 See below 3.1.1. for his error here with regard to verbs that 
govern the dative case, and 4.2.0, 4.2.1. regarding tho relation 
of Dyscolus' ideas with modern transformation theory. 
49 His treatment of adverbs has already been mentioned above, 1.1.2. 
50 Cf. the modern idea that mood is a property of the clause and 
not just the verb. 
51 On th;_s term, see below 2.4.2. 
52 See further below 3.4.3. 
53 (1957: 100). 
54 (1935: 5). 
55 See further discussion in Hjelmslev (ibid). 
56 See further N. E. Collinge, Word, 19, Fasc. 2, 1963, page 233, 
esp. fn. 6. 
57 Cf. E. Sittig, Das Alten der Anordnung unserer Kasus und der 
Ursprung ihren Bezeichnung als F~lie. Stuttgart, 1931. 
58 de L.L., VIII, 3. 
59 Note hovr a.t'1:Ca., as final cause, can serve for both these idoas for 
Aristotle. 
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60 Cf. Robins .( 1965: 283) for a criticism of any attempt· to derive a 
single meaning from SXlY individual case. 
61 See below 3 .• 4.1 • 
62 Cf. the idea of marked and unmarked form, where grammat~~Sl 
distinctions may. be made in terms of polar opposit.es ·such as 
singular/pl~al, but also as A and non-A. Here, one may observe 
that the unmarked form can be neutral as well as negative. For 
Dyscolus, the plural is contextually ~rked and can import the 
singu+ar (i.e. in the above terms, ~on-A can include A) whereas 
'one 1 is 'marked as one only' (singular)). 
63 (1838, pt. 2: 205ff.). 
64 See below 3.1.+. 
65 (18~i 15Bff.). 
66 Cf. Lersch (1838, pt •. 2: 206) and Priscian XVIII, B. 
67 It is interesting to note that, while elsewhere he quotes 
extensively from Homer, he here ignores the existence of 
independent subjunctive forms in that author, of. Goodmn~ (1B89: 
97, section 284ff.). Similarly, compare Dyscolus' theory with 
regard to the 'wish' concept of the optative mood abovo with 
Goodwin (ibid: 382). 
68 See above 1.2.1. regarding aspect, and also Synt. III, 21-. 
69 (1838, pt. 2: 212); of. Diog. Laert. VII, 14-1. 
70 Verbs such as 1te:pL1t~tte:!v flhich.are normally intransitive aro 
able to receive third person passive forms (e.g. 1te:pL?tO/te:!tta.L ~ 
.. -.I 
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72 
73 
_,. 
bo·oc), si.p.ce they are _concerned with inanimate things (Synt. III, 
1 ~2, '3.wuxct) • , 
n 
·so Egger·)'{18~: 179) 'la voix du verba'. 
See aboV~ ~ ohaP.• I, f'n;. '82.- , 
',,;;. 
{1878: notes, pl 38). 
74 (1951: 43ff. ). 
ADDEitr>ui~.~ 
75-
... :r::t: ·i:s regretted · that the ~~1:c1e by ~ -.w. Holis~ho~der 
• 1,." 
.<in.Lingua,I·7, arrived -too late'::for eoria_~:deration. in 
this c·onnection. ( Greek. :rn •woi-C.{·cia~f1~s' ,pp.I-152) • 
• 1, -·· •• 
' ., . 
~~ : 
. ... ~· .· 
···. · 'rc~ !j;_ 
'· . . ~ . . ·, 
.·• 
•),· 
·,· . .' 
; . ' 
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3 • 0 • INCONSISTENClCES AND ERRORS IN DYSCOLUS' ARGtmEN'.lE'S 
In instancing places where Dyscolus' theorisation can be shown 
to be faulty or, at any rate, inconsistent ~th his ovm ideas 
-
expressed else~here, it is as well to bear in mind the warning of 
Robins 1 that in the pioneering stage of any one subject, one cannot 
expect systematic developments or consistent tidiness of method. 
Lersch2 values the work of Dyscolus so highly that he is prepared 
to endeavour to establish the opinions of D,yscolus fr~m the more 
copious writings of Prisoian. He feels that 'all the previously 
spun threads re-unite in a point of concentration in D,yscolus, and 
here, too, general linguistic analysis reaches a conclusion which 
unmistakably ensures for it for a long time a true value which only 
later petrified into formalism and schematisation.' Robins1 is of 
the opinion that, in passing comments upon ancient scholars, we must 
remember our privileged position in having an already developed and 
formulated subject of study, which we owe not least to the profit 
derived from considering the mistakes of our academic forerunners in 
Greece and £~~.Secondly, he believes that we must be prepared to 
find grammatical and general linguistic ti't~=-~ speculations produced 
along vr.1. th, and buttressed by, theories that would now be considered, 
not the province of grammar, but of psychology, logic and physics. 3 
Nevertheless, it ·is considered expedient at this stage to provide 
illustrations of the errors in reasoning and ur1derstanding VIhich do 
occur in the extant works of D,yscolus. 
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One may reaeonably begin Pith examples where Dyscolus is 
indefensibly incorrect in a do~atic statement of grammatical fact. 
In Syntax III, 90, he denies the acceptability of the s~quence of o~ · 
Pith the optative mood, choosing only to accept a colligation such as 
.. " !lT} "(VOLT}Co The basis of this unjustified objection lies in the fact 
that he feels that o~ can only be properly associated with the mood of 
the verb that expresses a pure statement of fact, vThicp.,to Dyscolus, 
is achieved only through the indicative. Examples to disprove this 
theory can readily be seen in traditional grammars such as 'that of 
Goodwin. 4 Dyscolus' essential error here is one of over-generalisation 
and a disregarding of what, although few in number, constitute concerted 
examples to the contrary. Later in the same book, (Syntax III, 131) 
he speaks of the conjunction iva being used in a causal sense. The 
OnlY reference to such a usage is that in Theodosii Canones, 2, 257, and 
hence one can safely deduce that it is not a literary usage, if indeed 
it is a correct statement of grammatical phenomenon, for there are 
no references to it in traditional grammars such as that mentioned above. 
Towards the conclusion of the same book (Synt. III, 178), Dyscolus 
states that it is not possible to change 'dative' verbs from the 
active into the passive in the usual manner (i.e. with the result that 
the origin$! object becomes the subject of the second clause) since 
he is of the ·opinion that action cannot be orientated from a pronoun 
in the dative case, but only from an accusative. Of the many examples 
cited.by Schwy~or,5 which one may use to disprove this idea, the 
119 
following pair will suffice: 
Th I 82 1 < ,.. l I I· I> '6 , I , uc. • • : ~~Lc un ~ ~vaLwv enL~ouAeuo~eea. 
S h .Ant 408 ,· N '£.''' NJJ # op • • : npoc cou ~a ueLv exeLv e~€LA~~evoL. 
3.2.1. Although he has been variously hailed as the first to put 
Greek grammatical thought upon a really scientific basis, 6 the title 
6~cxoAoc derived, as it probably is, from extreme difficulties ar 
style, may well be evidence far a certain amountof muddled thinking 
on the part of that uriter. This leads him to a regrettable source 
of error, namely, inconsistency vdth ideas expressed elsewhere in 
his own writings • 7 Instances of this vary from the very simple to 
the abstruse. Far example, in De Pro. 18B, he states that he is 
\"lell a\'Jare of the change in sense produced by moving the adverb in 
the sequence b ~vepOORoc vuv in order to signify contemporary mankind 
( • ... " e } i.e. o vuv av p~oc • On the other hand, he writes at the beginning 
of De Adverbio (532) that, because of its specific sphere of reference, 
the adverb is nevet placed between the article and tre noun, since 
it can refer to neither; this clearly reflects a momentary neglect 
of such peculiarly Greek phrases as that quoted above. In contrast 
to this, he states at Synt. III, 62 that further refledtion has 
caused him to change his earlier opinion regarding the ordering of 
the moods of the ve~b, and that first place is now to be allocated to 
the infinitive. TtlS is, as he is well aware, a contradiction of 
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8 
what he had proposed in nept ·~~a~oc, where he had apparently 
favoured the choice of the indicative on the grounds of its possessing 
greater temporal distinctions than the infinitive. 9 
3.2.2. The exact relationship of the vocative case with the other 
members of this category was a source of difficulty to the majority 
of Greek grammarians. 10 Dyscolus was well aware of its connection 
with the second person, (cf. the 'allocation' of the remaining case 
forms of nouns to the third person in De Pro. 30A), but he was not 
convinced, as were other writers of his day, that cu had conseque~tly 
alweys to be regarded as a vocative form (De Pro. 6'p.A, cf. Synt. III, 
35f.). Dyscolus observes that, since the V-ocative is felt to be a 
form separated off from the other forms in the sentence, no enclitics 
may be attached to a vocative form. Since, then, the phrase cu ~au 
is found, he affirms that cu cannot be a vocative form in this context. 
Furthermore, he observes that in answer to interrogative forms, we 
can make use of nominativ-e forms, this being a function with which 
' . 11 
cu is perfectly compatible. In this connection, Schneider notes 
a lack of consistency in Dyscolus' argument. In De Pro., he had 
agreed with Trypho that cu was vocative except Where it was colligated 
with verbs of'being' or 'addressing'. But in Syntax III, 41, he 
comes to the conclusion that cu is in fact al·ways nominative except 
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where, in ignorance of so~ one's name, we address them using ~u. 
In Syntax III, 36, also, he places far greater restriction on the 
use of the vocative case as compared with the nominative: "we f-LO.'A'Aov 
t., .. ,, , ' '- .., # ' ' 7tO.pa:XLVuUVE:UE:'tO.L T} CU O.V'tWVUf-LLO. KO.'tO. 't'T}V 'tT)C KAT}'t"L_KT}C CUV'ta.gLv <QC OU 
oe:~v1:wc 7ta.pe:t.'AT)f-L~VT} ¥pte:p xa.1:a ~v 1:T]c dee:Ca.c cOv'tal;t.v", regarding 
the nominative as the more regularly found and more acceptable usage. 
The discussion of the respective qualities of nouns and 
pronouns, which occupies j>Brt of the opening stages of the book on 
the latter, provides further examples of inconsistent reasoning on 
the part of Apollonius. At De Pro. 90 and 30B, he states that 
pronouns denote no particular qualities of individuals ('Lot. a.) but 
rather simple deixis (the demonstrative characteristic found in all 
personal pronouns with the exception of the purely anaphoric_ forms 
~, o~, ol), and additionally what he terms substance (oucCa.). 
On the basis of pronouns denoting o6cCa., he adds weight to his other 
12 
arguments against the allocation of 't'T}A.t.xou'toc to the pronominal 
class. For he observes that, whereas the true pronoun denotes o6cCa. 
(De Pro. 9C), this form denotes the essentially nonTpronominal 
feature of 'quality'. On the other hand, he observes at 38B that 
this same form is found with an iot~ suffix, which Dyscolus believes 
serves to heighten the degree of deixis, just as is found With 
't' ' ... pronominal forms such as ou1:oc, e:xe:t.voc. Also, he adduces as an 
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argument against the possibility of nouns being compounded with 
pronouns (De Pro. 39B) the fact that nouns do not possess any sense 
of deixis (how then can he still plausibly argue for the inclusion 
-
of ~A.Lxoihoc within the class of substantives?), while pronouns 
on the other hand do possess a sense of personal distinction either 
absolutely or in direct contradiatinction to other persons. 
Furthermore 1 he feels that CD mpound forms in general retain the 
same b~sic connotation as the original form out of which they were 
compounded. Yet at an earlier point (De Pro. 36B), in the course 
of the discussion of the alleged compounding of ~A.Cxoc with o~.,;oc 
to produoe·~A.txou.,;oc, he states that simple forms never denote the 
same as compounded forms derived from them, and therefore, since 
.,;~A.Cxoc is contextually equivalent to ~A.txou.,;oc, the possibility 
of compounding havil1g taken place is refuted. 
Sohneider13 (quoting Rudolf Skrzeczka)14 claims to have come 
across a contradiction of ideas with regard to the forms o[xov b~. 
,At De Adv"· 592 1 Dyscolus stated that oLxov &~ is employed with 
adverbial syntax, and yet is not to be regarded as a member of the 
adverbial group. 
'i' I At De Pro. 84A, he observes that otxov &e preserves 
the correct ending of an original accusative form, but is not to be 
allocated to the same part of speech as this original form, ie. to a 
declinable part of speech, since Dyscolus believes that it is .Z:r..om 
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the ending of a compound form that the allocation is to be made15 
(he is of the opinion that we are here dealing with two independent 
forms, as is proved for him, by the accent). It is difficult to 
see any contradiction here, despite the view of the-commenta~rs, for 
'adverbial in concept' is fully reconcilable with 'membership of a 
non-declinable word-class'. 
3.3.1. Reference has been made in 2.1.0 above to Dyscolus' liking 
for radical decisions, and his tendency to over prescriptivism·in 
this respect. One may observe a further example of this over-hasty 
judgement and invalid donclusion at De Conj. 488 in connection with 
" ) 16 the form~ to which he gives the title ~elective' (otac~~LK~ • 
He makes a strange interpretation here to the effect that this form 
-·. 
denotes that the first option is to be acoepted while the second is 
to be rejected, as e.g. in He 
reveals a further weakness at this point, too, in adding, \7i.thout 
justification, that since this form ~ can only be colligated with 
1' ~~~ov or ~fiAAov, these latter forms are also to be allocated to the 
group 9f conjunctions. 
The uncertail\.,tY amongst early writers regarding the true relation-
ship between simple and compound forms leads into a Dyscolus that 
produces not only contradiction but also 'fanciful uandering'. The 
anaphora question, raised at Syntax 1. 43, appears also in the opening 
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of the boo~ on the Pronoun with reference to the idea that original 
(i.e. personal) pronouns are not to be termed •&cuvapepot.' since 
they can always be followed by a postpositive form of the article 
(De Pro. 15B and occasionally admit even a prepositive article 
eyW g, eypawa of. Attic ~ov !~€~ together with ~ov 
from Call~machus fr. 315a, edited 0. Schneider). 
I ~re K ~ o.::TIJ1T • ct f '1" 
u • - cited 
(His ·incidental 
theory here that compound forms such as ~t. cO.vepumoc denote a con-
tinuous as opposed to intermittent state can hardly be classed as 
logical deduction following upon ~stematic observation of the facts). 
However, he differentiates between articles and pronouns here on the 
basis of articles being used anaphorically, n~ver demonstratively, 
while personal pronouns are used demonstratively (with the exception 
of l, o~, dt mentioned above, 3.2.3.) and hence articles cannot be 
colligated in a protactic position with personal (demonstrative) 
pronouns on the basis of thete being no previous person to whom 
reference may be made (De Pro. 16A: ·~ ~wv ~pepwv c~~acCa ~wv 
~p~o~u~wv xa~a ~po~~Lv ~o!pEL, OEL~LY c~~at.voucwv'). This 
theory is clearly in contradiction to his remarks above regarding 
~ov ~~€ and other forms, which, although few in number, do at 
least constitute examples which must be taken into account when 
deducing a general rule. 
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3.3.2• A further example o~ this 'uandoring* is to be found _at 
Syntro~ 111.183 uhero Dyscolua ·Oft'ers thd opinion that f.U, a sequence 
.Jll f ' ';' such as 'ft:pw oo1 "TOV 01vov ,Hornor uas justified in placing the 
dative case form before the accusative on tho ~rounds that t~e 
, I 
dative ~orin 1 mnbraoes 1 ( 6~1TepiEICTIKrJ ) en accusative form. 
Uhile considering a ota.temont such as the above,it is 
. . . -'7 
as uell to bear in mind the remarks of lldelo..ido Ealm uith regard to 
Dyscolus: 1It seems to me that no one uho studies his m'itings can 
fail to be struck by the curious mixture of tho subtle and the 
puerile uhioh th~ present,but he_deserveo more credit for the 
subtle thOll blame for the pUBril.a.' 
In addition to the above ~amples uhere Dyacolus is 
guilty of' ~imple grammatical errors, inconsistency of ideas and 
'rambling', one may cite instances where his fault is one of 
-18 inadeguate reasoning. As has been discussed above, . Dyscolus' 
writings at Syntcuc 1, 142ft' sho't'l a.bunclant auarenoss of clear 
synta.ct~cal differences be~7een the two forms of the so-called 
~iole, namely,our definite artiolo(tho protactio for.m.in Greek) 
~~ oppoo~ to ~ur relativ~ pronoun(the l~otactic form). Aft~r 
o~sorv~e these ~henomena, DyscolU$ turthor notoo tp~t a d~~o~strat~v~ 
'C' form e.g. ou-ro.s ,as long as it is preceded by a conjunction, can possess 
',, 
:.. ·~ 
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the same connotation as a postpositive form (e.g. Syntax I, 145: 
, , , toe , 't'- . , 
o yp0f11-ia:taltoc ?ta.peyeve'tol /xa.L ou'Loc} OLe'Ael;;a.,;o). However, .he is 
still unwilling to allocate this pronoun to the same part of speech 
as the postpositive article since he feels that there are too ~aQy 
dissimilar features between the classes of articles a,nd pronouns. 
He notes accurately that o~,;oc can possess an anaphoric senseequivalent 
to that of the article, and also the demonstrative sense which is to 
be found in e.g. xa.t ~c. He then goes so far as to say that, if 
-
a verb is colligated with a preceding article, the article must be 
t ·t· f ( ' ' ' " a , ... ' ' , ) 19 a pas pos1 1ve orm au ya.p 1tpo,;a.x,;txov a.p pov PD~a. 1tO'tE'€1tL~epe'La.L • 
Ahd.again~~he states (I, 142/a)in connection with the prepositive 
article, that it is closely bound up with the case of its noun, while 
no such requirement is made of the postpositive form ('La U?tO'LO.X~Lxa 
~papa. aoLa.~ope! 1tpoc 'LO xa.'ta'A'A~'Aov ~c 1t'tWC€WC 'LWV 1tpO'LO.CCO~EVWV O.~'L~ 
, • 'u ,, ~ 'J ""~) OVO~O.'LWV 1tp0C 0. ltO.L O.V<l1Jt€~1t€L 'L~V O.V~Opa.v • Whether the reason is 
the external force of analogy or the close morphological similarity 
between the t~ forms, it is nevertheless to be regretted that 
Dyscolus did not draw the above ·arguments to their only logical con-
elusion and allocate the two forms of the article to different parts 
of speech, especially so since he avowedly makes it one of his guiding 
principles that no number of similarities between forms must auto-
matically imply that the two forms are to be allocated to the same 
20 part of speech. 
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A second example of inaccuracy of reasoning is to be found in 
Syntax III, ·,47 where the author suggests that it is the force of 
usage (x~cLc) that prevents the formation of a regular vocative 
form from the pronoun !~oc, ~n account of the possibility arising 
of confusion betr1een this and the accusative form of the first 
21 Yet, at other places he is fully a~are of person pronoun. 
examples where one form can be subjected to at least two different 
analyses, and presumably he is here ignoring such dual-purpose forms 
Insufficient scrutiny and ovor hasty deduction are 
exemplified-further in his suggestion at Synt. III, 174 that, when-
ever we think in terms of possession, we most naturally think in 
terms of the genitive, which alone conveys this concept - again too 
radical a decision (here, he is endeavouring to justify tho fact 
that verbs denoting domination govern a genitive case). 
he is clearly overlooking the claim of the dative to denote this 
concept, and surely it is naive reasoning on the part of D,yscolus 
to assume that we dominate all that we possess. 
Syntax III, 86 affords an interesting example of a false appeal 
to the order of words. Quoting Iliad 5, 118 as an example, ~aeolus 
feels that the possibility of ambiguous interpretation, which might 
well arise with two accusatives as in the clause XsyoucL e€wva ~~pCcaL 
6Cwva, must be overcome by accepting the suggestion that the first 
accusative always denotes the active element in the sentence, while 
the second signifies the passive (i.e. objective) form, which he· 
regards as the natural order - ~ evg~~~x~ OL06Ectc npo~€p~ ~~c 
n~6TJ~LX~C. 
Mention is made elsewhere22 of Dyscolus being influenced 
by the ideas of the Analogist school of thought. It may well be 
that this influence is the cause of his endeavour.i.n..ft to find 
parallels betvreen v1hat he considers to be siruilar categories O£ 
features of categories. First, one may instance the f8rallel 
(we •••••••• o~~w) drawn at De Adv. 564, where Apollonius .. states 
that adverbs which are derived from prepositions and~hich terminate 
in -6gv are so used that they are able to answer the questions 
I . 23 
'unde? , 'ubi?', and 'quo?'. Dyscolus compares this Pith nouns 
of common gender (xotvO~TJ~~ yi~ouc), for- he feels that the differing 
prepositions may make the necessary distinction of local form in 
these adverbs in exactly the same way as the article may determi~e 
the gender of substantives whi~h are usually termed 'of common gend~~· 24 
(of. Synt. I, 38/9). Such a parallel as this however, can only be 
regard~d as valid in the most general of terms. 
As has been observed above, 25 Dyscolus suggests that there is 
a distinction to be drawn betpoen optat~vo forms in verbs which 
denote a 'mental state of desiring' toget~r vith positive action, 
and optative adverbs, which he feels denote merely the state of 
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desiring with no action implied. He sees a parallel to this in 
e.g. Aeuxo~epoc which he believes denotes the quality of 'whiteness' 
together Tiith a degree of intensity (comparative), as opposed to a 
' ~ form such as a~e~vwv, which he suggests denotes only the degree of 
-intensity (Synt. III, 96). This can only be summarised as a 
curious idea, on the one hand, that one can make a qualitative 
analysis and a statement segment by segment of meaning as applied 
to a syntagma, while oni the other hand, we notice a simple error 
of ascription of meaning to ~eCvwv which surely denotes 'goodness', 
as much as Aeuxo~epoc may be said to denote 1uhiteness'. 
Unuarranted parallelism is a fault to be evidenced at De. Conj. 
505, ~here the author states that yap is used ~th the same construction 
and connotation as o~~~ except that yap always occupies second place 
in its clause, and furthermore, the clause, to which it is attached, 
is placed second, being appended to the rear of the main clause to 
~hich it makes reference. He is prepared to regard such places 
where this rule is broken (e.g. Iliad 2, 284) as mere hyperbata. 
However, o~~ can be shown to control a bound clause in effect (i.e. 
subordinate) while yap is used to introduce a free clause, generally, 
26 in fact, a separate sentence. There is, therefore, a difference 
in operation within the sentence structure of which D,yscolus was 
either ignorant or careless. 
Other short examples which may be quoted are, far example, the 
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suggestion at Synt. III, 60 that thoro is a vaJ.id parallel to ,_be 
draTin between nouns and verbs in so far that, just as one does not 
eject common nouns from the substantival group of forms on th.e· 
grounds of their failing to denote special qualities, so one is not 
justified in excluding the infinitive from the verb class merely 
because it fails to denote certain of the special features of the 
verb, namely number, person and OLa6ecLc. 27 Finally, in connection 
28 
with heteroclite forms, Apollonius sees what Egger terms 'une 
grande analogie' between verb forms such as ~lpw, oLcw, ~d 
' . . ( a pronominal paradigm such as eyw, vwL , l)e Pro. I4C). 
Lack of understanding leads Dysoolus into an apparent 
problem in connection with the acceptance of the infinitive within 
the verb group, and the rejection of the participle from membership 
of that group. At Synt. III, 190, he observes that what is true 
regarding case government of nouns following verbs is also true when 
nouns are made to be dependent upon a participle, although the latter 
rejects the personal distinction denoted by the verb, ·together with 
what Hahn would again term 'modal· distinction' (~ac ~ape~o~evac 
He then _admits that failure to make the above 
distinctions is the reason for the participle being excluded from 
the verb group, despite its ability t.o make temporal distinctions. 
On the o·ther hand, he argues at length for the inclusion of the 
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non-person, non-number distinguishing infinitive form within the 
verb group. Dyscolus sees it as a difficulty b¢ tries to avoid the 
problem, first by suggesting that the infinitive is the most general 
member of the verb group (~o yevtx~a~ov p~~a). He then continues 
(Synt. III, 61 ) by drawing another invalid parallel, for he states 
that every derived form can be split up into an original form, together 
with some element which possesses the same force as the derived farm 
In the same wey, he believes 
that every mood of the verb may be replaced by the infinitive together 
with a word which denotes the same as the particular mood in question 
-
Yet this in itself is clearly 
no just reason for excluding the participle from the verb class while 
retaining the infinitive (of. ~abC~-+ OLa~eAw ~a6C~v). 30 The crux 
of the matter will be seen, however, to lie in the fact that con-
textually the infinitive is part of the verb, ~areas ~t is in 
syntactical and morphological terms that it stands on its own. 
The argument allegedly put forward by other writers that there 
is no structure in which two verbs in different moods· in one sent4nce 
refer to one and the same person (as e.g. 0 Ael;a~.e ypci<petc) isuaed 
by them in support of their view that the infinitive in e~g. ypcl.<pe:Lv 
6eAeLC cannot be classed as a verb form. Apollonius, ho~ever, 
rejects their view (Synt. III, 57) on the grounds that one can 
,, , . # ~ 
acceptably write e:av CliV4JIVWCXl), ?tpocex.e. Although he has probably 
--
missed altogether the point of subordination, one must not overlook 
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the poasibil;ity of his being deficient in categories with which to 
J 
distirigti:lsh subordinate clauses. It is not deficiency in this 
respect but rather inadequate elucidation which suggests·a misunder-
standing at Synt. IV, 52 where Apollon~us states that ~~ov and ~apov 
.. 
are neuter since they are used in colligation with infinitives, as 
are their original farms in the indicative. He would no doubt have 
-
.been better advised to have emphasised that this result is obtained 
by virtue of the infinitive being the subject. 
A. ~urther example, revealing the limited extent to which verbal 
analysis ·had developed in Dyscolus' time, is evidenced at Synt. IV, 12, 
where the writer observes that whereas, in general terms, prepositions 
may be compounded with other forms either by synthesis or by apposition, 
they are only attached to the nominative case of substantives by 
synthesis. He makes a confusion of syntax with word formation here, 
as he also does when he states that it is clear from the position of 
the accent that cuvotxoc is similarly formed by synthesis (although, 
as is pointed out, there are example~ to the contrary, e.g. ~sp~xAu~oc). 
He adds that words formed by synthesis are found in evory case, whereas 
he believes that this is not tnue with structures formed by parathesis. 
D,yscolus is here trying to sort out a confus~on amongst earlier 
\7riters _between derivation and inflSction; cuv in cuvoLxoc is merely 
a produotivo, bound morpheme, whe~eas cu~ is a preposition in its 
OWn right, proc~tic but case governing. It is unfortunate that 
lack o£: graphic Clarity and phonological evidence hampers our detailed 
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understanding of the synthesis/parathesis question. E . 31 ggezr, 
suggests that Dyscolus was aware of the difference between root 
and ending, but did not possess the technical vocabulary with which 
to explain the idea of a root form; for he never makes any attempt 
to break this dm7n in the same way that he analyses derived (i.e. 
compounded) forms. 
A final example, revealing inadequate understanding on the 
part of Dyscolus, this time in a morphological connection, occurs at 
De Pro • 132A. Here, the author states, in dealing with reflexive 
and possessive pronouns, that these forms change their endings to 
distinguish gender and case, but change their initial syllables to 
distinguish persons. To differentiate number, hoiTever, they alter 
( ,, , ,, ) both e.g. e~oc, vw~~epw, ~~e~epoL • Although no case distinction 
is required with verbs (they already contain an inherent nominative; 
De Pro. 28A) Dyscolus observes that verbs do change their endings 
to denote persons. The reason for this difference is felt by the 
writer to lie in the fact that pronouns have cases which assume 
certain terminations and hence any change of case in final syllables 
would be obliterated if the final syllable were to denote change in 
the category of person at the same time. Here, however, he is 
clearly overlooking such forms as co~~~ co~a!c; and consqquently 
the details of the uhole principle of inflexion with its precluding 
of the simultaneous and matched extrication of categories and 
formal elements. 32 
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t (1951: 4). 
2 (1838, pt. 2:111). 
3 . It is interestins to nota in this respect,however, the extent-to 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
which members of the Tranoformationalist school are ~ou prepared 
to make use of arguments dr~un from the fields of loeio,psyohology 
and mathematios(so, fo~ example, N. Chomsky, On the notion 'rul~ 
of grammar'.· Proceedings of tho Tuelf'th Symposium in Applied 
Mathematics: 6- 24. American Uathemat~oal Sooiety,I961. 
(1889: para. 234; see also Appendi:l~ 1, esp •. p.375). 
Grieehische Grammatik, Vol. 2, ed. Debrunner: 240/1. 
Egger (1854: 43): "Pour l'ui, la era.mmaire est un ensemble de lois 
' ~ et de regles etablies sur l'observation exaote des :faits." Cf. also 
Croiset, Vol. 5: 635: Sandys, Hist. of Class. Scholarship,I903, · 
vol. 1: 313; and below, 4.0. 
Cf. Hjelmslev (1953:12): "The description shall be free of' 
contradiction, exhaustive and as simple as possible." In addition 
to the examples quoted here, one may also note instances mentioned 
in the text elsewhere, as e.g. 2.1.2. uhcre Dyscolus endeavours 
to establish two contrary principles regarding the classification 
of forms ( namely, the appeal to the ending of the word, as~, 
opposed to the appeal to the undorlyina connotation) and 4.5.0. 
resarding the value of the appoal to substitution in the samo 
connection. 
This rGf'erenoo is suggested by Uhlig (1910: 327). 
On this inco_I¥Jistonoy, ooo further R. Skrzeozka (1861: 9). On 
the i~oa that Dyscol~s may well have changed his opinion 
re(5a.X'<lil'l:; ·topics· discusoo_c],. in o&lier \l~zolto-, soe fui."thor R. 
·135. 
·1,' .. • 
Schneider (1864-: 473ff.).It is ~noouro.g~ to oonp!l!'e·the thoor;Y 
~ . . . 
of Schneider\ rego.rding the lateness ,of the volumeD on syntax 
uith Dysoolus' OPn statement at Do Adv. 530 to the effect that 
"It ~ill be shorm in greater detail in the Syntax •••• " 1 cloo.rly 
implying that tho Syntax vol~ea ~ere ~itten at a later date 
than De Adverbio. 
10 See above 2.4.1. and also Hjelmalev (1935: 4). 
11 (1878 notes: 78). 
12 Sea abovo 1.1.2. 
13 (1878 notes; 92). 
14 (1847: 17). 
15 See further above 2.1.3. 
16 On these conJunctions, see further discussion in Thier.feldor 
(1935: 67ff. and osp. 69). 
17 ( 1 9 51 : 48 1 fn. 99) • 
1e 1.1,.1. 
19 It is difficUlt to reconcile this statement with his argument 
discussed belo~ at 3.4.3. to tho affect that the infinitive is 
part of the verb, since he is ful~ a~aro of such colligations 
as TO yp~~e1v (Synt.1, 50).For B EJoro clotailed discussion of 
of the oolli~ation of tho ar~~olo ~ith the infinitive, see 
A. Oguse.Sur des omplois peu ocnnus de liinfinitiv preo~db de 
l'artiolo. Revuo de fhilologio, 'Vol.,40, fesc. 1. 1966: 59-67. 
20 See above 2.1.0. for a diBousaiou of:!Jysoolus' tendency to 
over-presoriptivism in thia.oonncct:lon. 
, ... ·•·. 
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21 E•g. Synt. III, 31 uhere he notes cases of cuvevn~wctc in verbal 
hOmophones such as YI.X~, YI.XW, eA.eyov eto. On the pronunciation 
of these forms, an~ the point of the iota subscript especially, 
,E. 
see furtherAH. Sturtevant, The Pronunciation of Greek and Latin, 
2nd edition, 1940. 
22 See further 0, 2.1.0., 4.0., 4.1. 
23 Schneider, m-iting on this passage (1878: 170) suggests the 
~ fl ' N Jl . following equivalencies: e~npoc6ev - vorn; ex ~ou e~npoc6ev - von 
vorn; de ~o ej.!?tpoc6ev - nach vorn; of. Egger·c- (18_54.:· 201 ); 
and also note evaev which solely answers to 'inde', because, 
according to Dyscolus, its Doric equivalent eveO. supplied the 
other tuo connotations. 
24-- See further Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 132ff.) for discussion of this 
feature of the article. 
25 _1.2.2. 
26 Cf. Gooduin (1889, para. 714). ~n clauses are bound in suoh 
a way that e.g. 'virtual oratio obiiqua' can be shown in their 
relation to the free clause; with y~p clauses, no such· cohesive 
relationship to the clause containing the explicandum exists. 
27 See further above 2.4.3. 
28 ( 1854: 99). 
29 This example can be interpreted as meaning that, for example, to 
prOduce a patronymic, one treats a patronymic as a grammatical 
property to· be given morphological realisation, that this may 
be denoted e·.g. by the term utcfc, and:- that this element ut~c 
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may then be realised as - d)T)c, -a.E>T)C, - L a.OT)C, etc. according 
to the special dictionary listing of the. element symbo~ised by 
HHctor, and. that the correct application of the morpheme.to the 
name will in fact produce a form 'Ex~opLOT)C. Of. P. H. Matthews, 
The Inflexional Component of a . word and].BI'adigm grammar. 
Journal of Linguistics 1965, vol. 1, no. 2; 139ff. 
30 Cf. Priscia.n III, 32: 'pa.rticipia potestate tamen et v~ 
" significationis omnes contient modes'. Ala~ n~te Adelaide Sa.hn 
" . 
(1951: 43) who believes that we can make p~~iphrastic use af 
the participle to. form any tense and mood af the verb. It 
is worthwhile here to note Dyscolus' remark at De Adv. 530 
regarding the similar force underlying the verb and the 
participle (buv~! toCw~a. ~o ~ou p~~a.~oc), and his observation 
-
that the participle is nevertheless incapable of producing 
complete sense on its own. On the separate allocation af the 
participle, see further Lersch (1938, pt. 2: 130-1). 
31 (18~: 305). 
32 See further C. E. Bazell, Linguistic Typology, Univers~ty of 
London Inaugural Lecture, London, 1958: 10. 
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4-. O. DISCUSSION OF ASPECTS OF DYSCOLUS' THEORIES ilHICH ARE 
C011PATIBLE \'liTH TRENDS OF r.10DERN GR.Arlir.ili.TICAL AN.JU.YSIS 
In this chapter, no attempt is consciously being made touards 
criticising any aspects of modern grammatical theory, the objective 
being rather to reveal any facets of Dysoolus' theorisation that 
can be related to any current or recenttrends in analysis. .At the 
same time, one must bear in mind that Dyscolus was uriting Vli th the 
intention of producing a description of the classical Greek language 
as he knew it from his reading and from hem he himself heard it 
being spoken. 1 ~sis theoretically at least in keeping 'uith the 
aims of modern descriptive grammar, which, to quote Robins' definition, 2 
'sets itself to analyse and describe part of the structure and working 
of a given language as spoken or written at a particular time amongst 
members of a particular speech community.' Robins continue~ by 
suggesting that !!grammar depends far its existence on the assumption 
that patterns are discoverable, and that such an analytic technique 
can be usefully employed towards the discovery of these patterns.' 
In his own less-polished manner, Dyscolus aims at the discovery of 
I 
patterns within language, but to him these patterns are very much 
0 3 
the result of the force of analogy. There can be little doubt that 
this was a valid search - there are indeed regularities in grammatical 
forms and functions, and it is part of tho taSk of the analyst to 
search out and bring to classification these patterns. References 
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., 
4-have been made elsewhere to the view that Dyscolus makes some 
early contribution towards the establishment of a 'scientific' 
approach to grammatical theorisation. ~ modern standards, he 
falls short, even in some of the most elementamy respects, 5 as has 
been discussed above in chapter 3. Yet he is nevertheless himself 
critical and discriminating in revie~ng the work of his predecessors 
and contemporaries, and especially those authors who, he felt, 
'lacked a methodical approach'. 6 
4-.1. ~e analogist school of thought may be compared with that 
of the Realist group, 7 since both schools incline to the idea that 
in language there is a level or organisation which is totally in-
dependent of deduction by the grammarian, whose task consists rather 
in the discovery of theBe regularities and patterns. 8 One may 
further compare the idea of the Realist school, outlined by Householder, 
with Dyscolus' remarks in the opening of the first book of the Syntax. 
At Syntax 1. 2, he states that letters are joined together to produce 
syllables, not by mere chance, but according to the demands of the 
laws of syntax (~v ~ xa~a ~o o€ov cuv~~eL). So also, at Syntax 
1. 8, he observes that a solecism is produced by farms being colligated 
in a manner contrary to this necessary order (~~&v yap ~n ~~ oeov~a 
(This 
latter idea, however, is not to be confused with the use of order 
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( 't~t c) in Syntax 1 .13etc. in terms ·of the hierarchical ordering 
of the parts of speech, etc.). The elements of the various 
levels ~f grammar are colligated correctly.(or incorrectly) in so 
far as they correspond (or fail to do so) with this Underlying 
system of organisation, i.e. to use the terminology of generative 
grammar, it is this ·~o o€ov' which generates the acceptable 
structures within a language. It is unfortunate that Dyscolus 
is here insufficiently explicit to enable one to determine precisely 
hou philosophical or pragmatical he intends this use of ~0 oeov 
to be. If he believed in it as being the basis for elemental rules 
to be employed Tiith reference to phonotactic or morphotactic 
components, then one can. see his idea as a distant forerunner of 
the theory of 'fixed initial constraints' for the development 
of grammar, discussed by Chomsky9 with reference espe~ially to 
"possible, non-existent forms" in a language, such as /blik/ as 
opposed to /bnik/ in modern English usage. 
4.2.0. Ono can begin to trace in Dysoolus' writing the germ of 
an idea based upon the transformation of forms. This is only 
hinted at primarily in a very simple manner in terms of morpho-
phonology, but it can be observed that Dyscolus' theory on the 
phonological formation of ~€A~ from ~€A£a (Synt. I, 10) is 
analogous to the transformational rulos found in the earliest 
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v~itings of Chomsky and others of this school of thought. 10 
Furthermore, the idea put forward at 111. 61 that ~very compound form 
can be split into an original form together with some element that 
11 produces the -same sense as the compounded form, - the idea there 
that any mood of the verb can be transformed into the infinitive 
together with an element that will produce the particular notion 
of the given mood - these too contain the germ of' the same basic 
idea of transformation. Apollonius is also well aware of the 
restri-Ctions imposed upon forms by CO-occurrence, 12 and he lalOWS 
only too well that the choice of a first word may well affect the 
choice of subsequent words, since certain words are found in 
restricted usage when colligated with other forms. 13 
4.2.1. Probably the most obvious example of transformation in 
Dyscolus' writing is that found in connection uith the transformation 
from the active verb to its passive form, as recorded in 111. 157ff. 
He suggests that verbs which require the addition of an oblique 
case to complete their sense may be changed into the passive, 
although he does not possess the detailed terminology with whioh 
to describe the exact process of the transformation. He does 
however state at 111. 159 .that, with the passive form,- the -'sufferer' 
is found in the nominative case, while the active verb assumes 
passive formation, being followed by ~?to with the. genitive (he 
. instances oep~ ce ~ ~yW 
comP.ared ttlth.Chomsky's 
. . 
,. e ' ) Oepo~aL U~O COU • 
summary14 of this 
This may be readily 
particular transformation: 
·"Object and· subject are interchanged; verb_,. is + V + en + by". 
T~e above rule of Dyscolus is also fully in keeping with the 
generalisation made by Robins 15 in discussing transformation 
analysis: "Subject to certain statable exceptions, 16from sentences 
of' the structure NP 1 V t NP 2 (Where NP = noun or nominal group, and 
·vt = a verb that admits the form 'was ••••• (was eaten, vtas seen, etc.)', 
a lexical~ corresponding sentence of the form NP2 Vp by NP1 •••••••• 
can be produced by applying the transformational processes of word 
order change, word form change and the addition of 'by' 11 • 17 
4.2.2. However, once the transformation has begun, the impormant 
question becomes 1VJhat will constitute the "sentence kernels" of 
0 1 18 the language1• As far as Dysoolus is concerned, there can be little 
, doubt as to flhat would fill this role, since his VII'i tings make it 
abundantly clear (Synt. 1.14) tmt, once the noun and the verb are 
· removed, tho whole sense forthwith collapses. 19 Although he doo s 
20 g:ca.nt priority of place to the noun,., he nevertheless does imply 
at 111. 8 that no nominative form on its oun can constitute a 
sentence (i.e. without a verb), not even in an~er to an interrogative 
utterance, since in the latter context, one must mentally supply 
.the necessary verb. Since he is fUlly auare of the ability of the 
1#3 
verb to denote person in all its moods (with the exceptic:>~ ~:i:· ·the 
inf'ini tive), he is assured of the pronominal (if not the subs.tantival) 
element always being present, assuming that a sentence, consi~ting 
solely of a verb, were to be regarded as acceptable (1. 17). 
Lyons observes21 that since the nineteenth century there has been 
considerable discussion regarding the relative priority of. nouns 
and verbs from a historical point of view, B:fld he notes ~.be· ·tendency 
... 
of 'many scholars to put forward the vieu t~t.~puns-were of verbal 
'o • f· 
~rigin (see his references). Dys c olus .:.-however makes no qlaim 
to the universal application af his parts of speech, a vieu echoed 
by Lyons who suggests (ib.id) that they should merely be regarded 
as 'complex cover terms to be employed in the description of a 
particular language.' 
The question of a priority of noun and verb in grammatical 
analysis has recently become a point of linguistic interest.~2 
Robins23 follows the theory of Dyscolus when he speaks of setting 
up a class of nouns and a class of verbs, with the other woDd 
classes being defined in part at least by their syntactic relations 
with these. 24 That there are these basic underlying features of 
language (i.e. noun and verb) is accepted also by members of the 
25 . 
transformationalist school, e.g. Chomsky believes that "certain 
fixed categories (Noun, Verb, etc.) can be found with syntactic 
representation in the sentences of any one lang\lage. n·. Similarly, 
one can observe how Dyscolus' theory regarding the essential 
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importance of these two forms touches on.the idea o~ the immediate 
constituents of a sentence, sinoe they would form the hasic 
. . tt f 26 IIlllll.mum pa ern or any sentence type. 
The factor which has especially brought Dyscolus into 
conflict with much recent and current grammatical opinion is that 
of the choice of multiple criteria mth which to· ·establish l.inl;uistic 
categories, as was seen aQove in chapter 1. This is by no means 
to suggest, however, that Dyscolus is_ at variance with the whole 
of modern thinking on this matter. Lyons opens his a.rtiol~ (1966b) 
by stating t~t he feels that the tradit'ional 'notional' theory. 
of the parts of speech merits a more sympathetic consideration than 
-' •• ,! • 
it has received from most linguists in recent years. The idea 
of 'notional' grammar is regarded by Jespe~sen27· as starting from 
the assumption that tl:lere exist ~::extralingua.l categories flhioh are 
independent of the more or less accidental facts of existing 
languages (of. Halliday28 : 'The context is the relation of the 
form to non-linguistic features of the situations_ in v1hich language 
operate'S and to H.nguistic f~atures ·o.ther thnn those of the item 
under attention, these being toget~or •extmtextual" featw.es '•) 
Whereas Disoolus is prepared to give priority to contextual con~ 
0 
siderations, and generally to allow them to override arguments 
drarm from ·morphology and syntax (see above 1.3.2., 1.3.3 •. ), the 
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formalist school of thought would tend to allow the appeal to 
non-verbal constituents of structures only in corroboration of 
formal characteristics which are being used as criteria for the 
establishment of word classes. \Vhile Dyscolus does not go to 
the 'extreme' of Bull29 in applying the basis of contextual mean-
ing as the essential appeal in categorisation, he would tend to 
assun:e a via media, making abundant use, where expedient, of all 
forms of criteria. 
It is interesting to note in this light the remarks made by 
Uhlenbeck30 to the effect that every single sentence has to be 
interpreted by the hearer with the help af extra-linguistic, i.e. 
situational data. 31 These may be: 
(1) the situation in which the sentence is spbken. 
(2) preceding sentencE:i's (if any) 
(3) the hearer•s-knowledge of the speaker. 
These are also stressed by Tatjana Slama-Cazacu, as has been 
mentioned above 1.0, and these ideas compare favourably with the 
situationa132 ideas expressed by Dyscolus (e.g. Synt. I, 96) that 
the. circumstances of the first and second persons are· 'known' 
(i.e. the speaker and the listener), as compared with the 'unknovm' 
third person. Uhlenbeok goes on to question ~hether in facf the 
transormationalists have really ignored too much the call of such 
extralinguistic ori teria...(ibid.:1,7). 
!46 
Tihile on the subject af criteria, it is also worthwhile 
to note how Dyscolus' treatment of varied criteria discussed above 
(1.3.1.), where syntactical considerations are •egularly given 
priority over those of morphology where- the two differ, can be 
compared with the view of Bobins33 to the effect that where there 
is a conflict between morphological and syntactical classification, 
syntax is almost always accorded priority. For, in the general 
analysis of languages, states Robins, words are assigned to word 
classes on the formal basis of syntactic behaviour, supplemented 
and reinforced by differendes of morphological paradigm. -This 
is precisely ~ue for Dyscolus, and it probably accounts for the 
more abundant use of syntactical criteria ·(cf. above 1.1.1. and 
. 1.1.2.). 
In connection with logical criteria (agove 1.2.1.), mention 
was made of Appllonius' development of the anaphora3~ concept in 
the artidle (Synt. 1, ~3; 2, 10)- a theory fer the origin of which 
~obins35 credits Dyscolus with ~acute insight'. The general idea 
of 'reference back' is paralleled in the writing of Professor Dover 
. 36 
on Greek Word Order, in which the author deals with what lie 
terms 'logical determinants'. In treating of these logical 
categories in word order, Dover distinguishes predictable and 
dispensable concepts, and he regards the basic Greek utterance as 
being composed of two logical types; 'nuclei' and 'concomitants'. 
The nucleus af the utterance is that which is indispensable to the 
I4? 
sense of tho utterance and which cannot be predicted from the 
preceding elements, uhile the term 'concomitant' covers any part 
which can be dispensed uith on the gDOunds of its being unreservedly 
predicted from another part of the sentence. With certain reservations, 
_one may perhaps parallel the use of the article to refer back to a 
previously mentioned subject with the idea of concdmitancy, as 
opposed to the 'novelty' of the nucleus, to use Dover's terminology. 
In dealing with a spoken language, the observer can form an assess-
ment of the relationship between the 'given' and the 'n~7 1 through 
contrastive intonations, together with further subtleties if the 
'given' is accepted but the 'new' is questioned. 37 Othe:rni se, 
grammatical features of word order or even ofmDDphemic opposition 
come in to play. That the Greeks and the Romans were also conscious 
of the idea und9rlying tbi·s 'nucleus/concomitancy' opposition is 
suggested by lloodcock' s note,38 when dealing with purely temporal 
'cum' clauses, to the effect that the past subjunctive is used to 
convey what is 'given' if this occurs in the subordinate clause, 
while the past indicative is employed far what is 'new' if similarly 
contained within the subordinate1clause. N. E. Collinge39 suggests 
that the Greek idea along similar lines may be seen in the use of 
~~et,to direct a clause containing the 'given' while o~e directs 
a clause containing the 'ne\7 1 • 
,-
I48 
4.4.0. No attempt at grammatical description is VTorthwhile 
unless a clear statement ia made regar!ling tH.e uni ts40 in which 
. . . 
the analyst believes that the particular langua.g~ in questi"ori 
operates, and with which the external phenomena of language are 
built up. Dyscolus' idea, as set out in the opening chapters of 
Syntax 1 I and discussed above, especially at 1.1.1. j consists of 
a vertical scale in which the author starts from the minimal. unit, 
viz. ~o c~oLxe!ov, 41 which he subdivides into t~ grou~s, ~v~ev~a 
• • . • • l 
(vocalic elements capable of being uttered by themselves).and 
cu~~va (consonants which require the addition of a vocalic element 
in every context). It is worth\7hile here to note that he liken.s 
this reil.ationshjp42 to what we would term 'bound' B.nd 'free' -l'or!Jls1 . 
l.e. those parts of speech which can be used absolutely (no~s, 
verbs,. pronouns, and 'adverbs' - ex:clamatory forms, pro"Qably 'oUr 
interjection) (Synt-. ·1. 12), as opposed to the preposition,-·artioie 
and conjunction (these latter requiring a particular syntactical 
environment). 
Dyscolus has no awareness of what we would term 'the morpheme' 1 
his lowest unit is this c~oLxe!ov which·he defines as being in-
divisible (¥p~c) much in the same way that Hockett43 states · 
that morphemes are not composed of phonemes - they are indivisible 
. . 44 
units. After c~OLX€Lov which forms ·the low~st link in the chan, 
the second stage is reached by the joining together of elements 
to form the syllable, and it is then the rombination of these 
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syllables in due order that brings him to the level of the ~urd. 
Although Dyscolus only details this analysis in terms of the build 
up of the more complex from the lower units, there is no reason 
to doubt that: be conceived of it as werking in both directions; 
he is fully~1are in other places (Synt. 1, 10; 111, 61) of the 
'breaking dovm' of forms, especially compound forms, into their 
component parts. Here we may observe a similarity between Dyscolus' 
u~ew and that of Halliday regarding the relationship of the various 
units, although the latter is far more adept at keeping the approach 
free from non-grammatical intrusions. For, unlike Panini, Dyscolus 
• 0 
builds up ·his units of grammatical analysis to the level of the 
word via phonology. The confusion of the phonological elements 
of letters (sc. phonemes) and syllables with the grammatical 
concepts of the word and sentence is an unfortunate weakness, but 
is perhaps inevitable at this early stage of the development of 
analysis where the distinction between the various levels of 
language study had not yet become apparent. This particular 
distinction between phonology and gr~ is still maintained by 
all linguists and even in a de facto manner by members of the 
transfarmationalist school. A particularly clear statement of 
principle in this respect is given by W. S. Allen's study of Abaza, 45 
the point being made at pp. 145ff. that 'word' tends to be both a 
grSIIliiB. tical and pholhologioal abstraction, wherein the criteria of 
both analyses to some extent coincide. 46 
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In the same w~ that Robins47 believes that the sentence 
is by definition grammatically complete in itself, so Apollonius 
terms his conception of the sentence as 'o a~~o~eA~C Aoyoc' (1.1/2 
etc.). For Dyscolus, as for most linguistic thought in the 
twentieth century, the sentence was the highest unit which he could 
coneeive of as operating within the language structure, but the 
majority of his work was connected with what ¥~as for him the essentially 
meaningful element of the analysis, n:amely the word (Aei;Lc). It is 
important here to note the view expressed at Synt. 1.2 regarding the 
meaningful quality of the word as being the constituent of the 
complete sense (or sentence?) (Aoyoc). 48 Although he is fully 
auare that morphological changes in nouns and verbs indicate 
differences in tertiary categories such as number, case and person, 
he nevertheless treats the \'"lord as forming the booi..s of his analysis, 
and it is the interrelation of ~ords with one another within the 
sentence structure that is his main concern in the Syntax. To 
this extent at least, Dyscolus is in agreement with the view of 
Robins49 \7ho argues in favour of ai,word-based grammar, and opposes 
too much emphaS.s being placed on the oo nceptual features :flf' tile· :small-
est units. .An interesting parallel in this connection is also 
ert;la. 50 . found in the writings of B Siertsema in her creditable attempt 
to explain much of the unduly complex terminology of Hjelmslev's 
-~arlier work ( 1953). Miss Siertsema argues strongly in favour of 
I5I 
the word being regarded as- the only means of handling a concept, 
andme suggests that it has never bean necessary to make an attempt 
to find the sign (words) of a language that we know, because they 
constitute directly given data (pp. 136, 169). Still closer to 
Dyscolus' above idea is her statement on page 167: "HoVT do we lm01'1 
the meaning of a sentence unit at all if not by the meanings of the 
words of which it has been constructed?11 51 
At de Pro. 65C, Dyscolus states that parts of speech which 
are identical in form may uell be distinguished by their syntax. 
- -- ' . IDlereas other writers had argued that cu must be regarded purely as 
a vocative form, D,ysdolus maintains the possibility of its boing 
accepted also as a nominative form and he adduces, in support of 
this theory, the syntactical fact that this pronoun is collig~ted 
with verbs of 'being' and 'calling', which verbs he observes are 
used with nominative case forms. This latter appeal to the ma~ng 
-
of words to help list them is noteVTorthy in view· of the similar 
suggestion put forward in some modern grammars such as that of 
- 52 
Householder. Similar references to a special syntax being found 
with these verbs are made at Synt. 1, 108; 11 122; 2, 47, and in 
- . 
Da Pro. 30A. He continues this discussion by stating t~t all 
nouns, except when used in the vocative'oase, a.ro ~0 be ooll:i,gatod 
\"lith the thi~d person of the verb, unless again the verb_is one 
I 52 
Pronouns are colligated r.rith the first 
and second persons of verbs partly at least on account of' the 
l~tions imposed upon substantives in these persone, and sinco he 
tflis ~11.0u:n 
observes • being used with verbs lhf1 all oases, he sees no reaso·n 
1\ 
to exclude the form from the nominative case. He further notes 
at 66C that forms joined by copulative conjunctions are for the 
most part in the same case, and hence in an example such as cu xat 
I ' ' J ... ' eyw xaL exeLvoc, it is not unreasonable to accept that cu is a 
nominative form. This last point is suggestive of the 'C-ombination' 
test put forward by C. E. Bazell verbally at least in an address 
to the Linguistics Association, his thesis being that to determine 
whether tcro forms possess an identical grammatical status .one may 
let them stand in combination and then decide whether they are both 
' ' 
acceptable in tns new form. This idea of 'combination' is closely 
allied to the theory of 'substitution' which was developed by Glinz. 53 
In addition to the test of re-arrangement (Verschiebeprobe) and the 
l . 
test of deletion (Weglassbarkeit), whiCh, as suggested above, would 
bring Dyscolus back to the noun and verb in the sentence, Glinz. 
produces this third test which he ter~s 'Ersatzprobe' - a parallel 
to the American concept of the Substitution Frame. Dyscolus is 
somewhat uncertain, however, of the validity of this test. In 
De Pro. 3BB, he suggests that the final argument in favour of 
dlocatil'l:g 'tTJA.LxCYj'toc to the substantival class is ~h~t,.(to~·· .(o.lso 
a noun in his theory) may be substituted for it,. o.nd he accordingly 
I53 
feels obliged to admit that it must belong to the same part of 
speech as rcoc. Contrary· to this principle, hoVIever, at De Pro. 
SOC (as also at 7A and De-Conj. 488), Apollonius postulates that 
the mere fact that one part of speech may be substituted for 
another is no guarantee that the two forma must be allocated to 
the same part of speech (he is here opposing the idea of other 
writers that a~~oc must be allocated to the substantival group on 
the grounds of its being synonymous54- with t-LOVOC in Il. 8, 99). 
a , 1 eeffle 1itme- Hfffi 1 B 1 11 nz; ' 1:e n . 1a 3 
1:, !: ¥ i , II ; X 3 y 2. PC ill # I b. Hor19ver, 
he still suggests at De Pro. 81B that the essential argument far the 
inclusion of a~~oc within the pronominal class is that it may be used 
in place of a noun, and_secondly that one can substitute another 
thi~d person pronoun for au~oc Without any change in significance. 
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stretches'that carry grammatical patterns is the unit'. ''l'he 
relation amongst the units is that going from top (largest) to 
bottom (smallest) each consists of one or more than one of the 
uni~ next below.' See further on grammatical units, C._ E. Bazoll, 
(1953: f1}; C. L. Ebeling, Linguistic Units, Janua Linguarum, No. 12, 
Mouton, The Hague. Halliday's line of thinking, in terms of a 
scale/category graiilm_ari is talw:n to be equivalent, m.utatis 
mutandis, to tho ideas devoloped in this direction by members of 
the .tag~~~emi.c school centred around Pike, Longacre and othors at the 
S~illiner !pstitute of- Linguistics, and hence references to his \7orks 
' . 
are t'elt to be riuf£:j.cient in this respect. 
J59.· 
41 SociR.om.an .Takobson (Fundamentals of Language, Gro.venhage, 1956, 
7/R,' vith LI. Halle) claims that the searBh for the u1 timate 
discrete differential constituents of language oan be traced back to 
Plato's conception of ~o c~oLxe!ov (of. Plato, Theatet~s 201c, 
Pol. 278d). 
42 cf. Hjelmslev ~· ( 1953: 26) regarding 1 slection 1 in this connection. 
43 (1955: 15), cf. F. R. Palmer, Linguistic Hierarchy, Lingua 7, 
1958, 229/30. 
44 cf. Hjelmslev (1953~ 28): 1 1~e text is a chain, and all the parts 
(i.e. clauses, words, sentences, syllables, etc.) able to be sub-
divided 1 • It is worth'17hile, with reference to this author, to 
note the affinity between Dyscolus' idea regarding personal 
possessive pronou~s and that of Hjelmslev (1953: 24) where the 
latter, in his usual technical jargon, speaks of the 'solidarity' 
between morphemes (i.e. inflexional components considered as 
elements of the content) ofdi.fferent categories within a grammatical 
form, such that one morpheme of one category is necessarily 
accompanied by a morpheme of another category, as one may instance 
in connec.tion m th Dyscolus' theory regarding the significance 
of morphological changes in possessive pronouns to denote varying 
caseo, numbers and persons (see further above 3.4.3.)~ 
45 Structure and System in the Abaza Verbal Complex. TPS, 1956, 
127-176. 
46 s. u. Lamb has developed an interesting appi'oach·ooich may be 
compared 'IT.). th that of'· Dyacolu~, After commencing his analysis 
47 
48 
160 
~th a sememic network, realised in terms of a lexemic tree, he 
thus proceeds to themxt level down (i.e. the word); then .on, vta 
morphemes, which are arranged in a chain, until-ultimately the 
phonological exponents are reached (see further his 'Outline of 
S1m.tificational Grammar', Berkeley, 1962, and also 'On Q:)..ternation,· 
transformation, realisation and stratification', Monograph Series 
on L~guage and Linguistics, 17, Georgetoun University Press.) 
On the idea that there exist phonological uiu.ts independently of 
grammatical units, i.e. subQivisions of what some writers would 
term 'morphemes', see also Lamb, Prolegomena to a Theory of 
Phono1.ogy, Language, 1966, (Vol. 42, No. 2), p. 536. 
(1965: 191). 
II ' ' I ' # # • 'll # \ ~o yap e~ exac~~c AE~ewc n~fu~Lc~~vov vo~~ov ~ponov ~tva 
c~otx.e!6'v h~L ~ou Aoyou." 
49 (1959b: 127-a) of. (1965: 199). 
50 A Stu~ of Glossematics. The Hague, 1955. 
51 For a view contrary to that expressed here, see J. Brough, 
Theories of Linguistics in the Sanskrit Grammarians, (TPS 1951, 
esp. pp. 45/6) wher~ the meanings of words are regarded as mer~ 
stepping stones towards the meaning of the structure as a whoie. 
of. Eric Hamp, A. Glossary of Ainerican Technical Linguistic 
Usage (1925-50) who quotes E. Sapir; Language, New York, 1921: 
'In an analytic la~uage, the sentence is alwLzy~ of 
prime importance, the word is of minor interest.' 
,-
.· I6I 
52 'Lists in Graunnars', to be fowid in Logic, Metho(iolQgy. and 
Philosophy of Science, Proceedings of the 1960 Irlternational 
Congress. Stanford University Press, 1962. 
53 Die Innere Form Des Deutschen, Berne and Munich, 2nd. Edition, 
1961, pp. 89-93 especially for a discussion of Eraatzprobe. 
See also the review by Moulton in Language, Vol. 29, 1953, 175-180, 
and vol. 39, 1963, 134-6. 
~ For a discussion of the role of synonymy in semantics, see 
J. Lyons, ( 1963: 77-8, etc.). 
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55 Cf. A·. Mcintosh, Patterns and Ranges. Language,I96I 
vol. 37,No. 3, pt. I:325ff. 
56 On the range of phenomena to be influenced by 
'selectional' ideas such as these, cf. Matthews• review 
of Chomsky (I965a) in JL 3, No.I. 1967:131-2. 
57 On the 'directional' character of the Noun/Verb 
relation~hip in the theories of the Transformationalist 
School,c'£. Chomsky I965a:II4-5. 
58 cf. ibid:35-6 regarding the role of the noun and verb 
in ·the context _.of language learning, and ibid:I20-3 on 
these parts of sp·eech a:s terminal symbols. 
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GLOSSARY OF THE r.10RE Cot1r10N AND II7.PORTM'T. TEID:TS USB]) ·BY .AEOLLONIUS 
' -O.L'tLO.'tLXTJ 
' -O.L 'tL of..oy LX.O C 
., 
O.Xf..L'tOC 
&.'lf.ot..ouaCa. 
&.va.t..oyCa. 
' , 0.\JO.C'tpO<pT) 
. -a.v6una.ye:tv 
&.opt C'tOC 
. , 
anta.pe:p.upa.'to c 
, 
a.n'tW'tOC 
'!. 
intransitive 
the accusative oase (so. n'tWCtc) 
oausal (used of conjunctions) 
incongruous, (used of elements at any level irioorreotly 
fitted together) 
inoonl?ruity 
indeclinable 
regularity of declension 
uniformi~, consistency 
L 
reference back 
anastrophe (used of accents) 
·-.·-·.: 
reference back to "'hat has been previously mentioned 
to use instead of, to substitute for 
contra-distinction, contrasted oppoation 
the pronoun 
(i) used of forms \7hich are unlimited in thei~ spl~l;'e 
of reference. (ii) the aorist tense (so. iP.6voc)-, 
the infinitive mood 
simple, i.e. non-compounded fo~ms 
negative; used as a special quality of the indicative 
indeclinable 
. . " ~ 
1_,-
3.pepov 
· &.p~e: \1 L X0\1 
&.d va.pepoc 
·.• . # 
~a.puc 
f3pa.x.oc 
# ye:voc 
"(\IWC LC 
oa.d 
Oe:LX'ti.XOC 
f>rlh.ou 1-Le:v ov 
ot.cl.f3a.ct.c 
OL~,UX't"LXOC 
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the_article, including the definite article and the 
relative pronpun 
the category of number 
the masculine gender (sc. yevoc) 
used of forms that cannot be colligated with the article 
simple, as opposed to compound 
-
completion (often with ttou ~oyou, complete sense) 
complete 
the grave accent (sc. ~ovoc) 
short, used of syllables 
the genitive case (sc. n'tOOct.c) 
(i) class (genus) (ii) gender 
recognition, used of articles and demonstrative pronouns 
the rough, breathing (so. nve:u1-1a.) 
demonstrative (of pronouns) 
demonstrativeness 
connotation~ as opposod to form (~v~) 
transition (e.g. active to passive, subject to object) 
disjunctive (used of conjunctions) 
disposition; voice (in the verb). (But see further 
dialect 
sense, notion 
dubitative (used of conjunctions) 
OLaC't"O~~ 
!:. d ' I( -uLr-C't"~I.XT) 
OO't"L X~ 
' .. e e:yxetc ac. 
GY"fi.Cvec.v 
ey~e).•6•s 
e!ooc 
' . / E:kkE:L'ltT)C 
EkkE:LljtLC 
~fl?tE:pLE:X't"LXOC 
l:vaA.A.CI'{"{J 
,, £. • 
e:vue c. a 
' # E:VE:C'!;OOC 
' , E:VL~OC 
,, . 
evvoc.a 
J , E:'ltL~UX't"LXOC 
I?O 
elective (used of oo~ctions) 
distinction 
the so-called dubitative mood (sc~ eyxA.tctc) 
the dative case (sc. 'lt't"Wctc) 
(i) force, influence (ii) possibility 
potential (e.g. used of conjunctions) 
to be formed from 
to throw back the accent as an enclitic 
- mood. in -tie ve.$ 
particular kind, type 
defective 
ellipse 
able to embrace 
interchange 
deficiency 
action, activity; the active voice in the verb 
actual as opposed to potential (ouv~t) 
the present tense (sc. xpovoc) 
singular (num~er) 
basic connotation, sense 
lengthening of a word 
adjunctive (used of conjunctions governing a subjunctive) 
(i) the edjeotive (so. ~VOfla). (ii) an appendage, as 
e.g. the·adverb before the verb. 
the adverb 
' , 
€7tl.'t0.C LC 
, . 
e:co~e:voc 
' . e:-&e:poxAt.'tOC 
e:uee:ra. 
, . E:UX'tLXTJ 
esct.c 
'Lthov 
• XO.'tO.<pCLCLC 
• XOLYOC 
, 
X'tTJ'tL'K.OC 
I 
I • A.oy~c 
~et..A.wv 
~ ~epoc t..oyou 
I?I 
intensity 
the future tense (rare) 
heteroclite 
the nominative case (so. 7t'tWCt.c) 
the optative mood (so. ~~ALct.c) 
original form, root word 
a primary form, used e.g. of nouns and verbs 
(i)arrangement, (ii) position, (iii) state 
peculiar characteristic of 
a particular property of 
correctly colligated 
correct colligation of forms 
affirmation 
the vocative case (sc. 7t'tWCtc) 
common (used of nouns of w mmon gender etc. ) 
possession 
possessive (used of pronouns, etc.) 
proper (used.of nouns) 
word 
speech; statement, sentence; argument, reason; principle 
the future tense (sc. xpovoc) 
allocation to parts of speech 
·-
a part of speech 
the middle voice of the verb (sc. ot.Gsect.c) 
• !-LeCO'tT)C 
ope;T} 
opa~c 
~pC'o1-1evoc 
t • 
opt C'tLX.TJ 
•· . OU C LO. 
ml.eo c 
• ?ta.pa.yw 
?ta.pci.eectc 
the middle voicE! of the verb •. - •• 0 
transfer (e.g.of the action from tho subject to tho obje~~ 
to be regarded as 
transposition 
tho participle 
single 
the noun 
the acute accent (so. ~ovoc) 
the nominative case (so. ?t~wctc) 
co~reot aooent (so. ~ovoc) 
limited, defined 
de.fini tion 
the indicative mood (so. e~~~CLC) 
essence, substance; existence (Sein) 
the passive state 
the passive voice· (so. btci.6ecLc) 
to derive (e.g. by changing the form of a Q~rd) 
derivation 
formation of a compound farm bw apposition as 
opposed to synthesis (composition). 
exP~etive (us~d of conjunctions) 
the imperfect tense >Cso. xpovoc) 
categories found in forms (L. aooidc~tiE!) 
" na.pwvutJ.OV 
nA.a.yCoc 
" ?tOLO'br)C 
npo6eCLC 
" npocT}"((pLxoc 
' 
# 
?tpOC'tO.X'tLXT) 
# ?tpOCW'it0\.1 
• I ?tpO'tO.'tLXOC 
# 
?tportO'tU?tOC 
C 'tO L X,€,L OV 
Cl>"(1te:L c6a. L 
" C t>II(Xp L 'H XOC 
cu~uyCa. 
past time in general as opposed to present tfme 
a derived form 
interrogative 
oblique (used of cases other than the nominative) 
to be redundant 
the plural number 
brea:thihg 
quaJ.i ty ·-{as denoted through adjecti. val forms) 
the preposition 
-
appellative (used of-nouns) 
the imperative mood of the verb (sc. ~yxA.t.etc) 
th& category of person 
used in a protactic position, as the definite artiole 
an original, i.e. underived,_ form 
grammatiqal inflexion, especially the o·ategory of casE:) 
a form subject to inflexion, usually of case inflexion 
the verb 
significance, connotation 
solecism 
basic element of language, letter of the alphabet 
to be compounded from 
the comparative degree of the adjective 
conjugation inverbs, declension in nouns and pronquns 
. . . - . . ' 
sylla9le 
I 
i 
/ 
cuv6gc,poc 
~VE:f17t1:ooc L C 
cuv6eci.C 
Clivee:,;oc 
, 
't"O.CLC 
I 
, 
't"OVOC 
' , U7tep6e:'t~XOC 
' '\ , U7tE:pCUV'tE:I\.LXOC 
• e , U7t0 E:'tLX'fl 
. , 
U?tOXE:L!-1€\10\1 
' , U?tO'tO.X 't L lto C 
XPTlCLC 
,-
x.povo c 
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consonants 
conjunction 
identity of form 
compounding of a form.by synthesis as opposed to 
apposition 
a compounded form 
the(correct)arrangement of forms within the 
structure 
form, shape, schema 
order, po&ition 
stress 
accent 
material 
the superlative degree in comparison 
the p1uperfeot tense of the verb (so. xpovoc) 
the so-called "ad}:iprative" mood (sc. ~"(KAI.CLc) 
literally, the~pic under observation;hence,the subject 
the subjunctive mood of the verb; attached in a 
hypotaotic position, e.g. the relative pronoun 
'• 
the form (of a word) 
vowel~ 
usage, custom 
tii:ne in general, and especially, ten·se in the verb 
